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GL5 GL6
From: Tony Aguino [tony1@ci.garden-grove.ca.us] . .
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 £:33 PM & : ) - .
To: Parsens, 405.dedcomments I .Zid 3 .]? C]tV Of Hunt]ngton BeaCh
Ce: Dan Candelaria; Bill Murray ; R T ol
Subject: Interstate 405 Improvement Project - Draft Enviranmental Impact Report i 9 i E 2000 MAIN STREET CALIFORNIA 92648
& & ot DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING
The City of Garden Grove does not have any comments at this time. } 1 www.huntingtonbeachca.gov
Sincerely, Planning Division Building Divisi
Tony Aquino, P.E. 7145365271 714.536.5241
Associate Engineer
City of Garden Grove July 17, 2012
Fublic Works Dept.
(714) 741-5193 Via E-Mail and US Mail

Smita Deshpande

Branch Chief

Caltrans District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612

Subject: 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the-subject'EIR. The City of Huntington Beach has the
following comments:
1. Pages 5-10 and 2.23 — Why does the No Build Alternative include the future completion
of Project EA 0J440K which would provide continucus ingress and egress from the HOV
lanes on the entire length of the 1-405 in Orange County? 1

2. Pages 1-11 - The population growth projections (Table 1-7} for 2010 for Huntington 2
Beach were not realized.

3. Page 3.1.1-14 — The Bella Terra Mall area description should be updated to reflect more
recent development including Costco and Bella Terra Mixed Use. 3

4. Page 3.1.1-20 - Alternative 1 - It would be helpful to include a figure/table illustrating or

listing the 20 public and privately owned parcels with partial acquisitions in the text or 4
appendix.
5. Page 3.1-1-32 — The temporary construction easements noted (on 112 parcels for 5

Alternative 1 and 224 parcels for Alternative 2) should be identified.

6. Pages 3.1.4-27, Line 8 and 3.1.6-103, Line' 16"~ "Providing-sidewalks on the . . , east

south side of Edinger Avenue.” - 6
7. Page 3.1.5-2 - Are-there no Huntington Bezch:water or sewer lines in Beach Blvd.? 7
8. Page 3.1.5-8 — There is a Hurtington Beach Police substation at Bella Terra. 8
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8. Page 3.2.5-5 —What part is proposed to be acquired from Mabii at 15001 Goldenwest

GL7

Street, Huntington Beach? 9
10. Page 3.6-4 - Table 3.6-1 (Reascnably Foresecable Projects) should be updated to Community Developmeant www.cltyolining.og
include the approval of the Boardwalk project which is part of the Beach and Edinger S — e e —
Corridors Specific Plan. The Boardwalk Mixed Use Project is located on the northeast Chy of Indne, One Cvic Centar Plaza, PO. Box 18575, Indnes, California 92623-8575  (849) 724-8000
corner of Edinger Avenue and Gothard Street and includes a 487 multi-family residential 10
apartment development with 14,500 square feet of ground floor commercial area, a 4,500
square-foot leasing area, 9,000 square feet of residential recreation amenities, and a 0.5-
acre public open space area.
11. Page 3.1.6-23 — The shaded cells in Table 3.1.6-4 do not include all segments with lower June 19, 2012
WIC ratios as indicated. Examples: AM, Alt2 SB Brookhurst to SR22 (1.15 vs. 1.24); PM, 11
Alt 2 SB SR 22 to 1-805 (1.13 vs. 1.16)
12 It has been represented that the project TMP would specifically require that the Heil
Avenue Pedestrian bridge be built prior to the demolition of the existing bridge. However, Ms. Smita Deshpande
we could not find any discussion of this issue within the section of page 3.1.6-108 or 12 Bralnch Chief - Cpaltrans District 12
anywhere else in the document. Altn: 405 DEIR / DEIS Commenl Period
. ; . . . g ’ 2201 D tD Suite 200
13. Unlike the detail provided for park impacts in Chapter 3, it is difficult to determina where Irvi?1e é:gﬂ;zmrgwe. u
the property impacts are located and therefore assess whether or not the impacts have 13 !
been adequately identified. One area of particular concern is whether property impacts Fp— .
associated with the reconstruction of the McFadden overcrossing have been identified. Subject: Draft EIR for San Diego Freeway {I-405) Improvement Project
14. The City of Huntington Beach Fire Department should be notified at least one week in Dear Ms. Deshpande:
advance hefore any of the on and off ramps will be closed during construction so that 14 - . . 4 . ™
emergency response can be planned accordingly. I:r?nﬁg g;rl_\lrtrl?:éza;eﬁ‘zgwed the above-referenced project and is providing the
Thank you in advance for considering our comments. Please contact Mary Beth Broeren, ) . . )
Planning Manager, at {714)536-5550 or mbroaren@surfcity-hb.org; or me at (714)535-5624 or «  While Ihe construction of the preposed I—405 Improvement Pffl]ect will a.dd capacity to ~
rramos@surfcity-hb.org if you have any questions regarding our comments. the curnr:licr between SR-73 and I-B_DS. U_na_ :mprovemer_lt has the potential to cause a
- chekepoint located south of the project limit through Irvine where there will be a
Sincerely, recuced nurInber ufiallies\ City staff feuomnlwnds that the Orange County > 1
Transportation Authority and Caltrans expedite the delivery of the 1-405 (SR-55 io |-5)
[L,.y....g; project, also known as Project L from the Renewed Measure M Transportation
icky Ramos Investment Plan, o that construction can immediately follow this project.
Senior Planner <
= The traffic analysis only analyzes arterial interchanges immediately within the project
xc: Fred A. Wilson, City Manager limits (SR-73 to [-605), and doesn't address any impacts on other city arlerials or
Paul Emery, Deputy City Manager intersections. City staff recommends that additional traffic analysis be conducted to >~
Baob Hall, Deputy City Manager assess the alternatives’ impacts on the City's major roadways in the Irvine Business 2
Scott Hess, Director of Planning and Buiiding Complex such as Main Street, MacArthur Boulevard and Micheison Avenue which are
Travis Hopkins, Director of Public Works a few of the major employment destinations for the 1-405 trips. _J
Bili Reardon, Fire Marshall/Division Chief
Bob Stachelski, Transportation Manager
Mary Beth Broeren, Planning Manager
March 2015 R1-GL-52 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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Ms. Smita Deshpande
Branch Chief - Caltrans District 12
June 19, 2012

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed document. City of
Irvine staff would appreciate the opportunity to review any further information regarding
this project as the planning process proceeds. If you have any questions, please contact
me at (949) 724- 652 10r by email at bjacohs@ct.irvine.ca.us.

Sincereiy

é//( 7 r

Bill Jacobs AICP-CEP
Principal Planner

ec:  Shohreh Dupuis, Manager of Transit and Transportation
Katie Berg-Curtis, Project Development Administrator
Kerwin Lau, Project Development Administrator

GL8

Via E-Mall
July 17, 2012

Smita Deshpande

Caltrans District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, California 92612

Dear Mr. Deshpande:

At its July 17, 2012, City Council meeting, the City of La Palma City Council
vmed to suppart the Orange County Transportation Authority's (OCTA) |-405
ive 1, which proposes one general purpose lane in
sach direction from Euclc to IBI]5 The City Council opposed the No Build 1
option as it would not keep the Measure M2 promise to the voters; they were
opposed to Alternative 2 as there was no identification for the fundlng of the
additional $100 million; and they were opposed to Alternative 3 due o the
addition of toll lanes.

Thank you for considering the City's comments as they relate to tha Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Sincere

Terry M@

Interim City Manager

[ OCTA
City Gouncil

www.cityoflapalma.org

7822 Walker Street FAX
La Palma, CA 90623-1771 714 523 2141

PHONE
714 690 3300
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CITY OF LLOS ALAMITOS

Mayes:
Troy D. Edigue

Mayor Pro Tem:
Mashnn M. Poo

Council Membars:
Gewri L. Groham - Meja
Woeaen Kusumato

Een Stephans

July 17, 2012

Smita Deshpande

Branch Chief - Caltrans District 12

“Aftn: 405 DEIR. / DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive

Suite 200, Irvine, CA 92612

SUBJECT: MEASURE M-2 SAN DIEGO FREEWAY (1-405)
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Dear Branch Chief Deshpande:

The City of Los Alamitos is supportive of improvements to the sixteen
mile stretch of the San Diego (I-405) Freeway between the City of
Costa Mesa and the City of Long Beach. We understand the goal of
the project is to improve the flow of traffic, reduce congestion, and
improve lane continuity on the 1-405. We appreciate Cal Trans and
OCTA's commitment to obtaining public input prior to selecting the
appropriate alternative.

While we remain supportive of improving the flow of traffic, the Draft
Environmental Impact Report falls short in its analysis of a potential
“bottle neck” as the northbound [-405 crosses the County line into Los
Angeles County. The improvements proposed are meant to relieve
congestion along a heavily used stretch of the 1-405 freeway between
SR-73 and the 1-605 interchange within Orange County; however, the
Draft Environmental Impact Report lacks regional coordination and
does not address the impacts the widening will have on freeway ramps
and major streets north of the project along the 1-405 in Long Beach or
the 1-805 in Los Alamitos.

\

« Opposes Altemative 2 as this alternative has costly mitigation that outweighs the )

benefits.

¢+ Supports the City of Seal Beach in its desire to retain the existing sound wall
adjacent to the College Park East neighborhood.

« Opposes Toll Lanes and thus is opposed to Alternative 3 of the project.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report should be technically revised to be a legally
adequate assessment. In order to meet legal requirements, this letter shall serve as our
formal response to the Draft EIR, meeting the deadline of July 17, 2012. Concurrently, the
City will continue to express its concerns regarding the three alternatives from a policy
perspective to OCTA’s Regional Planning and Highways Committee and OCTA's Board of

Directors.

GL9 Continued

403 DEIR { DEIS Comment Period
Pzge 202

J\

~2

The City of Los Alamitos thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the 1-405
Improvement Project and look forward to continued involvement as the project moves

forward.
Sincerely,

CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS
M@ﬁ/j

Troy D. Edgar
Mayor

The proposed widening project has the potential to negatively impact 1
the City of Los Alamitos and specifically Katella Avenue. We feel that
our concemns should be addressed within the Draft Environmental
3191 Koteda Averue Impact Report. Furthermore, the proposed widening of the 1-405 will
ekl cioy negatively impact a rather evident future bottle neck at the 405/22/605
o interchange which provides an alternative to traffic traveling east west
:;;’a? arasa along Katella Avenue, the main corridor through Los Alamitos.
P a1z From a policy perspective the City of Los Alamitos:
waw, CLLos-Alamios.cous
» Supports Alterative 1 and feels that this Alternative offers the
promised improved traffic flow with minimal impacts. j
March 2015 R1-GL-54 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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Los Alamitos
Unified School District

10293 Bloomfield Street = Los Alamitos, CA S0720-2200

i
(362} T99-470u * FARX (pli2) THE-4711

Parricia L. Meyer

Deputy Superintendent

July 17, 2012

Smita Deshpande

Calirans — District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612
Subject: 405 Freeway Expansion

Diear Ms. Deshpande:

This letter is being sent 1o comment on the 1-405 freeway expansion.

The project as | i in the Envi I Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/EIS) has three
alternatives. Two of which invalve relocation of the existing sound wall that lies between the 1-405 freeway and Almond
Avenue in Seal Beach,

The Los Alamitos Unified School District (LAUSD) has concems regarding the expansion of the 405 Freeway Project and

in particular, reduction of the street width of Almond Avenve. Almond Avenue serves as a colleetor road for the College

Park Fast neighborhood and the street is utilized for bus service to pick up and drop off children every schoel day. Meny

of the streets that intersect Almond Avenue are cul de sac streets that provide no other options for planning of alternate

routes for bus service, The project ahernatives relocate the existing sound wall as much as ten (10) feet 1o the north. This 1
reduetion will make it more difficult for the busses to turn and reduce the safe ares for drop off and pick up.

The Los Alamitos Unified School District opposes any reduction in the width of Almond Avenue.

If there are any questions please contact me at (562) T99-4700 ext. 80449,

Sincerely,

%gﬁb{x

Patricia L. Meyer
Deputy Superintendent

Board of Education: Jeffrey Barke » David Boyer « Megen Cutuii » Diana D, Hill « Koren Russel!

GL11

CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

233 WESYT QCEAN BOULEVARD « LONG BEACH, CA BOBJZ » (862) 570-6383 « FAX (562) STO-6012

June 12, 2012

Smita Deshpande

Branch Chief

Caltrans Dislrict 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92812

Subject:  Draft EIR for the Caltrans San Diego Freeway {1-405] Improvement Project

Dear Ms, Deshpande:

Thank you for the apportunity lo review the draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego
Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project. The following requests are submitted for your
consideration:

1. The City of Long Beach respectiuily requests a meeling with project team representatives
from Caltrans District 12 and OCTA to discuss the draft EIR. The City would fike o beller
understand how the project is being coordinated with Calirans District 7 and Metro.

2. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests the end date for submittal of public comments
be extended an additional 45 days, from July 2 to Seplember 5. Insufficient time exists for
the City to thoroughly review and prepare comments.

Thark you again for the opportunity to review the draft Environmenta! impact Report for the San
Diego Freeway {1-405) Improvement Project, The City of Long Beach locks forward to working
wilh Callrans and OCTA staff to resolve the concerns stated in this letter.

Sincerely,

/

_!’_%{&%w

David Roseman
City Traffic Engineer

co:  Derek Wieske
Michael Conway
Niall Barreit

ERONMENTAL FLEET SLRCES ABSET MAMAGEMENT
WUSGET & PEABONNEL 3309 Oomen Bivd, 0 Floen EERVCES PO Tmg Avaon 233 W Gronm k.. s Floor
33w Contn B, 0 Froes Long fhewc, G4 00803 308 . Woiow Srew Lea Beaen, CA 0808 Larg A 08 g
10g Pasch, CA B0RCH P 5621 S7-00M Twsn, €A Fa0n P (1 K7€-8dee) P |52 5706090

o ey b iy o (845 $TR4017 P e oo (4631 5708410 Fu (pem e e
Fax {867] 8704072

=0 Besch, CA 50813
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

X3 WEST OCEAN BOULEVAAD » LONG BEACH, CA G080 « (562) 570-B303 « FAX (562) 570-6012

July 17, 2012

Smita Deshpande

Caltrans District 12, Branch Chief

Altn: 405 DEIR - DEIS Comment Period

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report / Envil for the San
Diego Fi y (1-405) Imp Project

| Impact Stat

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Envirenmental Impact Report /
Enwvir | Impact St it for the San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project
(Project). On July 3, 2012, the Long Beach Gity Council adopted a motion to address
potential traffic impacts to the City of Long Beach from this Caltrans Project. After careful
review of the draft EIR/S, as well as a recent meeting with Caltrans and OCTA staff to
discuss the City's concems, the Cily of Long Beach respectfuily submits the attached

GL12 Continued

Smita Deshpande
July 17, 2012
Page 2

Orange County Transportation Authority and the Metropolitan Transportation Agency in
2005. The study proposes several conceptual alternatives, including the addition of cne
general-purpose lane in each direction to the 1-405 freeway from the 1-605 freeway to the |-
710 freeway.

On behalf of the City, lleris, Inc. was contracted to conduct a review of the City's 2009
comment letter on the NOP and of the DEIR / EIS document. lteris’ written summary of its
technical review, dated July 17, 2012, is attached for reference.

The City of Long Beach recognizes the need for improvements to mitigate congestion along
the |-405 freeway, and looks forward to working with Caltrans and OCTA to ensure that
potential traffic impacts within Long Beach boundaries are identified and mitigated, and that
intercounty planning and coordinaion can be effectively performed. In the spirit of
improving transportation through Southem Califomia, Long Beach respectiully submits the
attached comments.

Si:u:e;ely,
el

Mike Conway, Director of Pu orks
City of Long Beach

comments. cc: Mayor and Members of the City Council
As a Participating Agency of the Project, Long Beach submitted comments in 2009, in

response to the original Notice of Preparation. The City is disappointed that many of the

issues raised at that time are not addressed In the current draft EIR/S. The 2009 comment 1
letter, dated October 22, is attached for reference, and notes the City's request that regional

traffic impact evaluations, including traffic movements at arterial ramps in the City of Long

Beach, be included in the draft EIR/S. Since the release of the draft EIR/S, Long Beach

sees the document is noticeably silent on traflic impacts immediately north of the project

area, and in the City of Long Beach. Given the imporiance that traffic impact studies 2
immediately north of the project area be included in the EIR/S, Long Beach is reiterating the

City's request for Caltrans to conduct and publish traffic impact evaluations consistent with

those described in the attached comments.

Additionally, the Project proposes signage and striping changes in the Counly of Los

Angeles, but the draft EIR/S falls to provide evaluation of traffic flow and potential impacts 3
within the City of Long Beach. By not studying traffic flow north of the county-line, this draft

EIR/S is inadequate.

The draft EIR/S also does not d that the proposed Project has been planned in
coordination with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority and Caltrans District 7. The 4
draft EIR/S fails to acknowledge previous intercounty planning efforls, including the Orange
and Los Angeles Intercounty Transportation Study, which was completed jointly by the

FLEET SIAVCES
2000 Tamgln Ariras

5 AW, Ceaars fivel, 5° Flaee FLAVCES. MW, Coean B, 2s Ficer 1851 547 Francisnn Avess
333W._ Coaen Bha . ¥ Fioss Lurg Baach, CA B08C2 HE Whow Boes  Long Daecn, CA 50805 RLong Beacn, A Soac Long Bagsh. T4 90813
Lorsp Bagoh, CA00BC2 P {50 57006 Lang Bnach. CA P j862) 870 8450 P 530 870080 o (e D ars
P (58 ATOY P [543 6706013 7. (2 5103850 Fax (452 5708404 Fa o] 370300 Fe 387} ATD2T
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1-405 Improvement Project DEIRSEIS Comments, July 17, 2012

1-405 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS Comments, July 17, 2012

ITERIS ==-..
—F

July 17, 2012

David Roseman

City Traffic Engineer

City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 30802

FRe: Review of OCTA San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project DEIR/EIS and Supporting Documentation
Dear Mr. Roseman,

Iterls, Inc. has completed the review of the Orange County 1ranspoﬂalion Authority {OCTA) San Diego (1-405)
Freeway Improvement Project Draft | Impact Impact Our
comments are focused in two sections; 1) how the DEIR/EIS documentation responds or fails to adeguately
respond to the City of Long Beach's 2009 Notice of Preparation {NOF) comment letter, and 2) other general review
of the DEIR/EIS and supporting materials with respect to lssues of interest to the City of Long Beach. in this letter
we first summarize our review of the comment letter and associated issues, and then we summarize our averall
comments on other DEIR/EIS-related lssues and analyses.

1-405 improvement Project DEIR/EIS - 2009 CITY OF LONG BEACH NOTICE OF PREPARATION
COMMENTS

In Qctober of 2009, a comment letter was submitted to Caltrans District 12 by the City of Long Baach In response
to the NOP of the Draft EIR for the Caltrans San Diego Freeway {1-405) Improvement Project (herein known as
“proposed project”). In that letter, the City of Long Beach expressed several concerns with respect to the limits of
the propased project and its potential impact on the City of Long Beach,

With respect to the City of Long Beach's 2009 NOP comments, iterls, Inc., on behalf of the City, has reviewed the

May 2012 1-205 Improvement Project DEIRJEIS, and has evaluated whether or not the comment was taken into

consideration partially or in its eﬂlirel\l The City’s NOP comments from 2009 are listed below, along with a
of how the in the 1405 Project DEIR/EIS,

1. The City of Long Beach respectfully request the Draft EIR evaluate both operational and construction-

related impacts to traffic on the freeway system and adjacent arterial streets.

d project were not evaluated in detail on the

[« elated impacts with the
freeway system or on adjacent artesial streets in the proposed project study area or in the City of Long
Beach. Rather, a Transportation Management Plan {TMP) was prepared to present the overall framework
far traffic management during construction. The TMP includes general topics such as construction

staging, closures and lane ctions, demand alternate route ies, and

plans, to name a few. Although the Draft TMP provides a list of ramp/street closures and lane restrictions,
it does not evaluate construction-related level of service impacts in the proposed project study area or in
the City of Long Beach,

ITERIS =
-

As discussed under Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
Commaent 9, the 1-405 southbound off-ramp at Seal Beach Boulevard Is expected to be clased between 10
to 30 days during construction. Closure of the Seal Beach Boulevard off-ramp will fikely result in cut-
through traffic in the City of Long Beach. The DEIR/EIS for the proposed project states that tentative
detaurs for the ramp closures are identified in the Ramp Closure Study {RCS), but when the RCS was
reviewed, detours assoclated with the Seal Beach Boulevard southbound ramp were not provided.
Detour routing analysis is critical to ensure efficient mobility through the City of Long Beach and should
have been performed, as previously requested.

It should be noted that before of the d 1405/ Westh SR-22/7" street
Connector closure associated with the West Counly Connectors project, OCTA presented information at a
nelghborhood assaciation meeting related to traffic detours through parts of east Long Beach. During
construction of the 1-405/7% Street connector bridge, four detours were provided, as shown in Figure 1
bedow. In addition, OCTA helped mitigate traffic assoclated with the detour route via signal
synchranization and various improvements to the Steamns Street freeway on-ramp, the 2™ Street and
Morth Road | and the d 1-405 and 5R-22 ramps. The
DEIRJEIS should, at a minimum, provide preliminary detour routes and projected traffic impacts
assoclated with the 1-305 Seal Beach Boulevard southbound off-ramp closure during construction,

Operational impacts on the freeway system and on a limited number of arterial streets were addressed in
the: DEIR/EIR. However, anly a limited number of interchanges and arterial street intersections aleng 1-405
between SR-73 and 605 were No or arterial i were on k-
405 north of 1605 in the City of Long Beach,

Figure 1: West County Conriectors Project, Detours and Alternative Routes for 1-405/7™ Street Connector

1. It's the City of Long Beach’s understanding Caltrans :ll’ravﬂydm Ilnt uhnlnnddllneltn'hel-dbﬁ
freeway north of the I-605 freeway. It's unclear how the d grate thru
the interchange with the existing freeway segments that won't be widened. The proposed project could
create potential significant tratfic flow Impacts due to capacity constraints and the creation of a
bottleneck thru the interchange.

\

J

~
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.
I TERI p— 1-405 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS Comments, July 17, 2012

The proposed project extends along 1-405 between SR-73 and 1-605. The DEIRJEIS did not evaluate the
impacts associated with the drop of one to two general purpese lanes (Alternatives 1 or 2), or the drap of
two Express Lanes {Alternative 3) on 1405 north of 14605 in the City of Long Beach. It remains unclear
how the added lanes will transition beyond the Crange County line into Los Angeles County and the City
of Long Beach and the operational impacts associzted with the lane transitions. An additional detailed
review relating to this comment is provided under the discussion of Chapter 2, Project Alternatives,
Comment 1 and Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
Comment 4.

The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that Caltrans consider the combined impacts of the West
County Connectors project and the proposed new project, which would result in the addition of up to
three lanes in each direction beyond what exists today.

EIR/EIS.

The West County Connectors project was incorporated into the propesed project, The Traffic Study
explains that the No Build “baseline” itions. With this ive no

tanes or Interchange would be Twe projects were assumed to be complete
under all future conditions; the SR-22 Freeway West County Connectors project from SA-22 east to 1-605
(will add a second HOV lane in wach direction and HOV direct connectors between 1-605 and 1905 to/fram
the south and also between 5R-22 east and 1-405 to/from the north), and continusus access HOV lanes
along 1405 throughout the study area {p.1-8).

The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that Caltrans use regional modeling software to determine
the potential diversion of traffic on freeway segments within Los Angeles County resulting from any
d by the project

This comment was not take

regarding how

below.

Tralfic forecasts for the proposed project were developed using the OCTA Model (OCTAM). However,
DCTAM was not used to evaluate the potential divers Ftraffic i with the project in

Los Angeles County or in the City of Long Beach. The modeding methodology is also flawed in that it does
not include model runs for each alternative. An additional detailed review relating to this comment is
provided under the discussion of Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicyche Facilities, Comment 4,

The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that the study area be expanded to include the 1-405
corridor from Lakewood Boulevard to the 1505 freeway and the study Indude evaluation of impacts to

traffic movement In the espanded study area, Including at the

d Palo Verde ps.
Thi; aken into consh n in El diti how the
2009 City of Long Beach NOP Comment 5 was not 2 I provided below

The study area was not extended west to include the 1-405 corridor from Lakewood Boulevard to the |
605 freeway, and movements at Lakewood Avenue and Palo
Verde Avenue ramps were not considered, per the City of Long Beach's request.

-~

>~ 7

10

GL12 Continued

'm
ITERIS e iy 1-405 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS Comments, July 17, 2012

6. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that the study area be expanded to include CA-22 from the
1405 freeway to CA-1. It's possible that CA-22 into Long Beach could become 2 diversion around the
bottleneck creatad thru the interchange.

This comment wag not faken into consideration in its entirety in the DEIR/ESS, fi i
mwmmﬂsa@mmﬁ?:ﬂéﬁm ~ 11

The study area extends to the intersection of the 1405 and 1605 freeway. It was not extended west to
include SR-22 from the 1305 freeway to 5R-1, per the City of Long Beach's request,

7. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that the study area be expanded on the 1-605 freeway from
the 1-405 to Carson Street. It’s possible that traffic currently using the 1405 could divert 1o the 1-605 to

avoid the created thru the £
This comment was not taken into consideration in the DEim_ﬁmmmmMmmM
2009 City of Long Beach NOP Comment 7 was not ided below > 12

The study area extends along 1-605 to Katella Avenue. it was not extended north to Carson Strest, per the
City of Long Beach's request. Additional comments regarding the lack of appropriate level of analysis in
Long Beach is provided in the detalled commaents,

8. The proposed project may create a potential significant impact in the form of substantial traffic
disruption on streets within Long Beach during construction. Traffic mitigation may be required In Long
Beach to accommodate additional traffic on arterial streets and to keep commuter traffic out of
neighborhoods during the canstruction phase. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that a
preliminary Traffle Management Plan be developed as a part of the EIR process.

This comment was only partially addressed in_the DEIR/EIS regarding how the
2009 City of Long Beach NOP Comment 8 was not adequately addressed is provided below, > 13

A Draft Traffic Mitigation Plan (TMP) was prepared in accordance with the Caltrans Guidelines Deputy
Directive B0 to minimize motorist delays when performing work activities on the State Highway System.
The Draft 1-405 Improvement Project TMP was prepared to present the overall framework for traffic
management during construction. The Draft TMP includes general topics such as construction staging,

closures and lane demand alternate route gles, and plans, to
name a few. Although the Draft TMP was prepared, it does not address traffic mitigation issuss in the City
of Long Beach. J

1-805 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS - TECHNICAL COMMENTS

In addition to a review of the City's 2009 NOP comment letter, Iteris, inc. also conducted a technical review of the
comglete environmental document as it pertains to tratfic and other lssues of interest ta the City of Long Beach,
The following provides a chapter-by-chapter summary of the technical comments and observations from the
DEIRJEIS and its supporting documents. Note, the Traffic Study (Appendix L), the Draflt Transportation
Management Plan (TMP), and the Ramp Closure Study (RCS) are intermittently referenced throughout the
technical review.
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1-405 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS: SUMMARY CHAPTER

Project description includes the City of Long Beach, but the DEIR/EIS falls to conduct any technical
analysis within the City. As stated in the Project P {p.5-2), "The ap ¥ 16-mile-long
project corridor is primarily located in Orange County on |-405 and traverses the cities of Cost Mesa,
Fountain Vailey, Huntington Beach, Westminster, Garden Grove, Seal Beach, Los Alamitos, Long Beach
and the af " The Project also describes the proposed project’s limits as
“.in Los Angeles County from the county fine to 1.4 miles north of 605 (p.5-2)." The project clearly
acknowledges that the nerthern terminus of the project is located in the City of Long Beach. However,
evaluation of the project clearly terminates at the Orange County/Los Angeles County fine. The project
description states, "Encroachments inte Los Angeles County and work on SH-22 are associated with
signing and striping (p.5-2)" only, and do not include any analysis in the City of Long Beach, Missing
analyses in Long Beach/Los Angeles County rmust be added to the document,

Project the b fi egional fi of 1-405, but the DEIR/EIS fails to
conduct any technical analysis of mwtmwumgmmhmmm@m}m
Angeles County line. As stated in the Project Description, "1-405 s part of the National Highway System
and is considered a bypass route to 15 (the Santa State Freeway) p np intra-regional and
inter-regional access between Orange and Los Angeles Counties. 1-405 also serves as a critical goods
mavement corridor connecting the San Diego and U.S./Mexico Border region with the ports of Long Beach
and Los Angeles [p.5-3)." Despite these ing the signifi of 1-405 as an intra/finter-
regional corridor between Orange and Los Angeles County, no evaluation of 1-405 north of the Orange/Los
Angeles County line was conducted. An additional detailed review relating to this comment is provided
under the discussion of Chapter 1, Proposed Project, Comment 3. Missing analyses in Long Beach/los
Angeles County must be added to the document.

Mlﬂdﬂahﬂnn states the northern terminus of the project (1-605) was chosen “to ensure adequate
', but the along 1-905 clearly don't
end at I-GOS- .Asstated in the Project Description, “the lwl'ﬂl and south termini of the project, at the 1605
and 5R-73 respectively, are locations where multiple freeways converge, generating congestion and
causing delay. The termini have been ioguliy :husen based on geography and wransportation needs to
ensure adeq response (o at and arcund these points of intersection [p.5-
3)." The northern terminus of the proposed project is cearly based on the location of the COrange
County/Los Angeles County line. The DEIR/EIS should take into consideration the effeet of the proposed
project on the adjacent segments of 1-405, north of F60S in Los Angeles County. An additional detailed
review relating to this comment is provided under the discussion of Chapter 1, Proposed Project,
Comment 5. The regarding ial effects on nej even if correct, anly would
apply in the Orange County communities since no capacity enhancements are propesed in Long Beach.
'Within Long beach, the opposite effect could occur, and the possibility of impacts in Long Beach must be
investigated. Missing analysis of possibile neighborhood impacts within Long Beach must be added.

The DEIR/EIS sssumes the proposed project will result In a effect on by
reducing cut-through traffic” without providing any technical analysls or modeling results. Table 5-1
{Pmm impact Summary Table) states under Community Impacts, Alernatives 1, 2 and 3,

ion of the preject is o result in a beneficial effect on neighborhoods
and community cohesion by reducing cut-through traffic within the adjacent neighborhoods. At present,
motorists traveling along 1-405 often exit the freeway and seek less-congested alternative routes within
the adjacent neighborhoods when freeway conditions deterforate (p.5-14).* A discussion on how the

<
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analysis revealed that proposed project will result in a benefit to the cemmunity by reducing cut-through
traffic in adjacent neighborhoeds should be provided. An additional detailed response relating to this
comment Is provided under the discussion of Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.4 Community Impaets, Comment 1.

Missing analysis of possible neighborhood impacts within Long Beach must bie added.

The DEIR/EIS falis to provide a detalled analysis of how the additional anticpated 13 to 25 percent
increase in vehicle throughput on 1-405 will transition beyend 1605 through the City of Long Beach.
Table 5-1 [Preject Impact Summary Table) states under Traffic 2nd Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, the proposed project will result in 2 permanent increase in vehice
thraughput on the freeway by 13 to 25 percent between SR-22 East and 1-605 (p.5-19). How will the
additional throughput transition beyond the Orange County line into Los Angeles County? An additional
detalled review relating to this comment s provided under the distussion of Chapter 2, Project
Alernatives, Commaent 1 and (:haprer 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Tul’!i: anﬂ Trinsbnrratlmlﬂedestrlan and Blcwle
Facilities, Comment 4. Missing of 3 EiT:

must be added.

1305 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS: Chapter 1~ PROPOSED PROJECT

1.

3

Project map includes portions of the City of Long Beach, but the DEIR/EIS fails to conduct any technical
analysis within the City. According to Figure 1-2 [Project Location map), the proposed project area
extends approximately one mile north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County line to Palo Verde
Awenue In Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach (p.1-3). While that study area presented extends
into Long Beach, analysis was not performed for the proposed project area north of the Orange
County/Los Angeles County fine. Interchanges along 1-405 north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County
line: should be evaluated, as well as arterial intersections in the City of Long Beach based on the Project
Location map. An additional detailed review relating to this comment Is provided under the discussion of
Chapter 3.1, Sectien 3.1.6 Traffic and Tra-mspnrta!WPedeﬂlian and Bicycle Facliities, Comment 1.

2009 ADT volumes In the 1405 Improvement Project Traffic Study may have been underestimated near
the City of Long Beach. In the Capacity, Transportation Demand, and Safety section of Chapter 1 (p.1-6 to
1-8), 2009 traffic volumes were discussed. As stated in the footnote of Table 2.2.1 of the 1405
Improvement Project Traffic Study conducted by Albert Grover & Associates, existing 2009 ADT volumes
were based on 2008 Caltrans published data, "adjusted down by ene percent in occordance with similar
measured decreases throughout the area” (p.2.2-1). Hmer Caltrans peak houwr and AADT data was
reviewed (Source: hitpy//www.dot.ca.gov/haftraffopss findex.htm) near the City of Long
Beach and the data indicates that when 2008 and 2009 AADT volumes are wmpared on 1-405 near the
City of Long Beach, there s no measureable decrease in traffic volume between 2008 and 2009
Conwersely, as shown in Table 1 below, the Caltrans 2008 and 2009 data indicates a shight increase in
traffic volumes {between 0.77 and 1.55 percent} during the peak hour, peak month, or for AADT,
Adjusting the 2008 traffic volumes down by one percent to calculate existing 2009 traffic volumes may
have underestimated the existing 2005 mainline, ramp and weaving level of serviee near the City of Long

Beach. The noted must be reviewed and d, if required
Table 1: 2008 and 2009 Caltrans Traffic Volumes Near the of Lang Beach
RackPt | Back

Comtty . Deseripaizn ki | M0 o
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3. The DEIR/EIS falls to analyze any freeway segments or report any population/growth/employment
projections in the City of Long Beach. Under Section 1.2.2.5 (Modal Inter-Relationships and System
Linkages), the DEIR/EIS states that "1-405 is part of the National Highway System and ks considered a
bypass route to 15 [the Santa Ana/Gaolden State Freeway) providing intra-regional and inter-regional
access between Orange and Los Angeles Counties {p.1-19)." The City of Long Beach is also listed as a
“significant employment center” along the proposed project corridor (p.1-12), and the “narthern segment
(of 1-405), between Valley View Street and the 1605, is considered cne of the heaviest traveled sections of
freeway in the nation (p. 1-20)." Despite these concluding the si f 1-405 as a heavily
traveled regional access route, the DEIR/EIS fails to analyze any freeway segments or report any
papulation/growth/employment projections within the proposed “project area” {theoretically 1-405 to
Falo Verde Avenue in the City of Long Beach) on 1-905 in the City of Long Beach, Examples of tables in the
IDEIR/ESS that omit the City of Long Beach include:

a. Table 1-2 and 13 (Existing and Projected 2020 and 2040 LOS and V/C Morthbound and
Southbound General Purpose Lanes);

b. Table 1-4 (Existing and 2040 No Build Travel Time on 1405 from SR-73 to 1-605 for Existing
Condition and Year 2040 No Build Alternative];

<. Table 1-6 Existing and Projected 2020 and 2040 Daily and Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes on 1-405
within the Project Limits);

d.  Table 1-7 {Population Projections and Growth Trends), and

€. Table 1-8 {Employment Projections and Grawth Trends).

Missing i and analysis in the City of Long Beach must be added to the d

4. The DEIR/EIS fails to explain how the added lanes associated with the proposed project on 1405 will

transition beyond the Crange County line into Las Angeles County and the City of Long Beach. Section
1.2.2.2, Roadway and O ficiencies, states that “operation problems occur on 1-405 primarily
because of physical bottlenccks (p.1-14)°. However, it remains unclear how the added lanes will transition
beyond the Qrange County line into Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach. An additional detaited
review relating to this comment is provided under the discussion of Chapter 2, Project Alternatives,

21
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Comment 1 and Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedlestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
_&mmﬁ_nmmmm

Comment 4. Mmmmummmmma

The DEIR/EIS falls to provide sufficient evidence supporting the claim that the proposed project weuld
not result In a chokepoint north of 1-605 in the City of Long Beach. In addition, the northern terminus of
the proposed project does not meet the Logical Termini requirement of the FHWA. Under the discussion
of logical termini, the DEIRJEIS states with respect to the northern terminus, “the proposed additional
lanes would enhance lane continuity along 405 and terminate new lanes into available lapes on these
other freeways (p.1-23).7 The DEIS/ESS also states, “Carrying lanes north to the |1-405/1-605/5R-22
interchange would not result in a chokepoint {p.1-23)." IF the proposed project’s northern most study
interchange s the 1-805/1-605/5R-22 interchange, how was it determined that the proposed project
alternatives would not result in a chokepoint north of the northern termini?  The 1-405/1-605/5R-22
interchange does not seem fike a “logical termini” for the northern segment of the 1-905 Improvement
Project. Traffic should be further after the i of the proposed project’s

lanes to ensure that a choke point does not occur narth of the Orange County/Los Angeles County line in
the City of Long Beach. The City of Long Beach does not feel that the northern terminus of the proposed
project meets the “logical termini™ requirement of the FHWA, as stated in the DEIR/EIS (p.1-24), thus
resulting in an issue of “segmentation”. The FHWA's discussion on legical termini and segmentation is
provided below {The Development of Logleal Project Termini, November 1993),

“In developing o project concept which can be advanced through the stages of planning, environment,
design, and construction, the project sponsor aeeds to consider o “whole™ or integrated project. This
project should satisfy on identified need, such s safety, ., or copacity
improvements, and should be considered in the context of the local areo sociveconomics and topography,
the future travel demond, and other infrastructure improvements in the arca, Without framing o project in
this way, proposed improvements may miss the mark by only peripherolly satisfying the need or by causing
unexpected side effects which require additional corrective action. A problem of “segmentotion” may also
occur where a mmpan‘.a!hn need eatemb' throughout an entire corridor but environmentol issues and

15 meeds are i d for only o segment of the corridar,”
a lan:
1-405 JEIS: Chapter 2 — PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
1. The DEIR/EIS falls to provide an of how the lanes with the 4

project on 1-405 will transition beyond Orange County into Los Angeles County and the City of Long
Beach, Figures 2-1 and 2-2 {Lane Configurations, Northbound and Southbound) graphically illustrate the
proposed lane configurations on 1405 between 5R-73 and 1-605 (p.2-6 and 2-7), but fail to show how the
lanes will transition beyond Orange County into Los Angeles County. Proper evaluation of 1-405 north of
the Orange County/Los Angeles County line needs to be conducted to ensure that a choke peint does not
occur north of the Orange Cnunly,rLas Angples cwnty line In the: r:uy of I.cmg Beadn _Ls_[ng_anm

Alternative 2 lacks consistency with the current RTP and FTIP. In the discussion of Alternative 2, the
DEIR/EIS states that Alternative 2 is "considered a viable project alternative because it would achieve the
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project’s purpose and need (p.2-10)." However, as stated In the Summary section of the DEIR/EIS, one of

the propesed project’s main purposes Is to “be consistent with regional plans (p.5-1).* Table 5-1 {Project

Impact Summary Table] clearly states that Alternative 2 is “not consistent with the current RTP or FTIB,

OCTA Is currently pursuing revisions to both documents {p.5-13)." Discussion of the pursuit of Alternative

2's inclusion in the RTP or FTIP amendmenl should be discussed.
ath g

fﬂ_gher mmhm&n vtlm region: ;

Alternative 3 lacks consistency with the current RTP and FTIP. In the discussion of Alternative 3, the
DEIR/ELS states that 3is a viable praject because it would achieve the
project’s purpose and need {p.2-14).% However, as stated in the Summary section of the DEIR/EIS, one of
the proposed praject’s main purposes is to “be consistent with regional plans (p.5-1)." Table 5-1 (Project
Impact Summary Table] clearly states that Alternative 3 is "not consistent with the current RIP ar FTIP.
OCTA is currently numnng revisions to both documents ms-m ¥ re

na Li MR 3 e

The DEIR/EIS lacks consistency bmu-n Im:lwbm with respect to anticipated ramp closures. Table 2-
1 (405 Project i Indlcates that the northern-mast ramp 1o be
chosed during construction is the Bolsa Chlca Road southbound off-ramp (p.2-30). However, in Section
3.1.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, it states that the southbound off-ramp
at Seal Beach Boulevard will be closed between 10 and 30 days (p.3.1.6-106), Please confirm as the
clasure of the 1-405 Seal Beach Boulevard southbound off-ramp will likely impact the City of Long Beach,
Closure of a ramp for this duration warrants further evaluation of potential lraﬂi: impacts assouam! with
detour routes, An additional detailed review relating to this tis provided under the di of
Chapter 3.1, Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian anu Bicycle Facilities, Comment 9.
Missing analysis of the potential ramg cinsure impacts on Long 8

i Section 3.1.4 - C Y IMPACTS

The DEIRJEIS assumes the proposed project will result in a "beneficial effect on by
reducing cut-through trafflc” without providing any technical analysis or modeling results. Under the
discussion of permanent Build Alternative impacts, the DEIR/EIS states that “implementation of the
d project is antic| 10 result in effects on ¥ cohesion by reducing cut-
through traffic within the adjacent neighborhoeds. Currently, motorists traveling along 1905 often exit
Ihe Facilil\r and seek less congested alternative routes within the adjacent nelghborhoods when freeway
e Iiving within the vicinity of the 1405 corridor and people

cnmmlng between Los Angetes County and Orange County would benefit from the reduced congestion
and the improved freeway operations (p. 3.1.4-15)". How was it determined that the proposed project
would reduce cut-through traffic in adjacent neighborhoods? Is there empirical evidence (ie. OCTAM
modeling results, peak hour/A8DT LOS, V/C analysis) supporting the reduction in cut-through traffic,
specifically through the City of Long Beach? Please provide quantitative support that cut-through traffic
exsts and the magnitude of the cut-through activity. How will the cut-through activity be reduced
through i ion of one of the project As future volumes increase through
the corridor and level of service degrades, what Is the impact on Long Beach due to cut-through traffic

under future wndmﬂﬂs? mwmmwmw“
hro b
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1405 improvement Project DEIR/EIS: Chapter 3.1 = Human Environment, Section 3.1.6 - TRAFFIC AND
TRANSPORTATION/PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

1. Project map Includes portlons of the City of Long Beach, but the DEIR/EIS fails to conduct any technical N

analysis within the City. According to Figure 1-2 (Project Location map) in Chapter 1, Proposed Project,
the proposed project area extends approximately one mile north of the Orange County/Los Angeles
County line to Palo Verde Avenue in Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach (p.1-3). However, in
Section 3,1.6.2, Affected Environment, the traffic study area is defined as “16 miles along 1-405 between
5R-73 and 1-605 {p.3.1.6-3." As shown in Figure 3.1.6-1 (Traffic Study Area) (p.3.1.6-5), the study area
does not include any Interchanges on 1405 within Los Angeles County or the Gty of Lang Beach, In
addition, Table 3.1.6-1 lists the study Intersections Included In the DEIR/EIS (p.3.1.6-7 1o 3.1.6-3), and no
arterial Inlze(semnns in tl|e t‘il\|I of Long Beach were In:ludod in the analysis. Missing analysis of freeway

2. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an of how the lanes. with the d
project on |-405 will transition beyond Orange County Ime Losnnneis County and \'he City of Long
Beach. Figures 3.1.6-3 and 3.1.6-4 (1405 Lane Sch and
illustrate the proposed lane configurations on 1-405 between 5R-73 and 1-605 (p.3.1.6-16 and 3.1.6-17).
Same comment &s Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, Comment 1. Missing anakysis of impacts in the City of

cing traffic volumes, added lane ns, traffic diversion, level of service and ail

3. 2009 ADT volumes in the 1-405 impravement Project Traffic Study may have been underestimated near
the City of Long Beach, The freeway mainline discussion used Caltrans-published traffic data from the
Caltrans website to calculate their 2009 freeway volumes (p.3.16-21). 2009 traffic volumes are also
shown in Table 3.1.6-2 {1405 Mainline Average Daily Traffic) (p3.1.6-22). Same comment as Chagter 1,
Proposed project, Comment 2. The noted methodology must be reviewed and dif required,

4. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a detailed analysis of how the additional anticipated Increase In vehicle
throughput associated with the project alternatives will transitlon beyond 1505 through the City of
Long Beach. Table 3.1.6-2 {I-405 Mainline Average Dally Trafflc) shows that the proposed altematives
have the potential to Increase the mainline ADT up to 142,000 additional daily vehicles {28 to 38 percent
increase) beyond existing 2009 conditions on 1-305 between 5A-22 East and 1-605 by 2040 (see Table 24).
Similarly, Table 3.1.6-2 also shows that the proposed allernatives have the potential to generate up to
108,000 additional daily vehicles (18 to 27 percent increase) beyond the No Build scenario on 1-005
between SR-22 East and 1-605 by 2040 (see Table 28). It is unclear haw the increase in vehicle throughput
will be addressed north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County line {specifically in the City of Long
Beach} after the proposed project ends. Additional impact analyses need to be evaluated in Los Angeles
County and in the City of Long Beach to address the increase in throughput associated with the propesed
project alternatives, and the potential fer chokepoints and traffic diversion onto adjacent freeways and

> 29

>~ 30

31

32

Source: Table 3,1 6-2, 1-405 Mainfine Average Daily Traffie, 9, 3.1.6-32

arterials,
Table 2A: 2009 vs. Alternatives
020 1 2040
Al Alt2 LLE]
5822 a1 10 605 475,000 512,000
increase in ADT over 2008 105,000 | 1 4.
Percert Increase over 2009 8% 8% 3% /
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Table 2B: No Build vs. Alternatives

elsewhere in the document that 1405 serves as a bypass route to |-5 (the Santa Ana/Golden
State Freeway] providing intra-regional and inter-regional access between Orange and Los

Angeles Counties and as such improvements ta 15 would impact 1405 traffic demand. Clear
Seguem =1 o documentation of future year model network assumptions based on the adopted Regional
SATEastio bE05 " 370,000 sportation Plan should be provided to approp ¥ assess future forecast velumes,
Increase i ADT owis No Boiid 51,000
Pescent crease avee o duld_ 13% > 32 4. Clarification should be provided documenting why a 2020 scenarlo was nat modeled directly to

generate the opening year volumes. Year 2020 traffic volumes were interpelated from the 2009

‘Source: Table 3.1.6-2, 1905 Mambne Average Dally Traffic, p. 3.16-22

Missing analysis of impacts in the City of Long Beach, including traffic volumes, added lane transitions,
teaffic diversion, level of service and all other relevant issues must be added,

As discussed in the DEIR/ELS Traffic Forecasting Model discussion, “A single demand forecast was
prepared for the proposed project area. Freeway mainline farecasts for each of the alternatives utifize the
same total traffic volumes en a segment but redistribute volumes among the different lane types, as
necessary (p.3.1.6-39)." It also states that, "Because of a very small variation In projected traffic volumes
during the peak hours at the freeway interchanges among the three proposed preject altermatives, it was
Jeintly agreed by Caltrans, OCTA, and the Preject Consulting Team that only cne set of future traffic
volumes would be used for analyzing the proposed project condition on the arterials {p.3.1.6-39)." The
fellowing comments are refated 1o the aforementioned assumptions:

a. The DEIR/EIS assumes travel demand is fixed through the corridor, irrespective of actual
corridor capacity. The traffic study indicates that OCTAM was applied to generate future forecast
volumes for the corridor. However, it has been noted that one future model run was prepared to
generate future comider forecast volumes and the traffic volumes were distributed across the
wvarious lane assumptions for each alternative. This approach is flawed in that it assumes travel
demand is fived through the corridor and irespective of actual corridor capacity, Which future
scenarioc was run with OCTAM to determine corridor travel demand and how was that
determination made?

b.  The DEIR/EIS should provide further justification for using a single forecast to develop future
forecast volumes. Application of OCTAM for other congested corridors in Orange County has
revealed a sensitivity to capacity with traffic demand varying based on the amount {i.e. number
of lanes) and type (general purpose, HOVY, toll) of capacity provided. For the congested 1405
corridor, Table 3.1.6-12 reveals that every segment of 1-405 s significantly ever capacity for each
proposed project alternative (p.3.1.6-73). With congestion levels of this magnitude, OCTAM
would be expected to generate different levels of traffic demand for each proposed preject
alternative which would resuit in @ more appropriate comparative analysis between the

project it is not nor explained, how a single forecast model
run could generate the demand volumes for the various future project alternatives. Justification
for using a single forecast 1o develep future forecast volumes should be provided. OCTAM has
been applied 1o evaluate various HOV, toll and express lane projects throughout the County; why
‘would it not be applied for each alternative?

¢ The DEIRJEIS should provide clear documentation of future year model network assumptions.
Future year model assumptions that were applied to generate the future corridar traffic volumes
are not clearly defined. The recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan includes Express
Lanes on 1-405 in Los Angeles County and the traffic study does not clearly define network
assurnplions Incorporated into the model run that was performed to generate the future
Forecasts. The alternative lane schematics seem 1o Indicate that Express Lanes were not assumed
In Las Angeles County. Regional projects could impact traffic demand on 1-405 including capacity
on I-5 in Orange and Los Angeles County, Express Lanes on 1-405 in Los Angeles County,
implementation of High Speed Rail and other regional muitl-medal projects. It has been noted

33

and 2040 forecast volumes. Clarlfication should be provided as to why a 2020 scenario was not
maodeled directly to generate the cpening year volumes. As noted in the study, the OCTAM
harizon year is 2035 and post-processing was applied to generate 2040 forecasts. Since 2040 is &
post-processed volume, why would the Interpolation not be performed between 2009 and the
actual moded horizon year of 2035 to generate a more accurate interim year forecast volume if a
2020 scenarie i not directly mudeled? Interpolating mlumﬁ for a corridor of this magnitude
may not provide accurate results as does nol appropriately consider network
assumptions and timing of those infrastructure improvements lhat may impact forecast valumes.
Consistent with the 2040 forecast velumes, corridor capacity assumptions for the altematives
would Ekely result In varying levels of demand across alternatives. Forecasts for Alternative 3 are
suspect since the Express Lane volumes appear to be rounded to 100"s while HOV valumes for all
alternatives along with mainline volumes are presented as exact numbers with no rounding. The
rounded Express Lane volumes appear inconsistent with the methodology applied to generate
the volumes for the other alternatives,

e High future forecast volumes in the Chty of Long Beach raise concerns regarding future traffic
operations. Traffic should be evaluated north of the Orange County/Los Angeles County line,
The magnitude of future forecast volumes approaching the City of Long Beach are very high, thus
concerns axist about how the future forecast volumes are generated and ultimately impact
traffic operations in and through the City of Long Beach,

d In_the sections of the EIR/EIS
Mﬁl_"xﬂmmm_emm_m
i s ing how ane futyre model
umdd_admmﬂnmre I‘uiure tra\-el wim wum be the wmmm

d d be if Express Lanes we
H as withi ¢ similar issues.

The DEIR/EIS lacks a sufficient discussion regarding the travel demand forecasts assumptions under

3. As d d under Al ive 3, the travel demand forecasts for Alternative 3 use the
same travel demand forecasts as the ather . No dk lon is provided the effect
that toll lanes may have on the travel demand In the study area, nor outside of the study area into the
City of Long Beach and Los Angeles County. Recent work undertaken in the City of Long Beach and the
Gateway Cities reveals that tolling assumptions can have a significant impact on travel demand forecasts
and allocation of traffic among the types of lanes on the facility. In addition, coordination of assumptions
across county lines is critical to this analysis. For example, assumptions such as peak/ofl-peak tolling rates
and the decision to charge or not charge vehicles with various vehicle occupancy thresholds (such as 3+
carpools) can significantly affect the results in terms of Express Lane usage. The amount of demand in the
Express Lanes not only affects the corrider under study but also could significantly affect local arterlals
and the State Highway System in the City of Long Beach. As of now, there is not a consistent policy
regarding how to handie Express Lane toll rates and operations across county lines. Al of these issues
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are ignored within the traffie study and the resulting travel demand and associated analysis could be
significantly affected.  Discussion of these issues must be included in the analysis of Alternative 3 along
with detailed analysis of the affects that the tolling will have on travel derand and operations into the
City of Lang Beach on both 1-405 and 1-605. The following Important questions are raised:

a. What happens if the proposed project is built but the Express Lanes are rol continued into Los
Angeles County?

b, How would the lanes transition and operate in the City of Long Beach if the proposed project Is
builty

@ Metro s currently considering Express Lanes on 1-405 in Los Angeles County. What happens if the
proposed project is buit and the Express Lanes are carried into the City of Long Beach and Los
Angeles County? How would that not only affect freeways in Los Angeles County, but how
would that affect the travel forecasts for the proposed project in Orange County as well? With
the modeling conducted as described, there is no way to understand the varlation in the
proposed project area volumes that would cocur under these scenarias and thus the EIR does not
disclose the true impacts of the propesed praject either in the study are nor in the area that
should have additionally been studied in the City of Long Beach.

d.  What types of coordination would be required and how would the lanes operate, specifically as a
result of implementing the proposed project?

e What are the differences in travel demand in the City of Long Beach for the scenarlos with and
without Express Lanes carried across the county line?

The DEIR/EIS lacks analysis regarding possible increases the general purpose [anes or diversion to other
routes in the City of Long Beach due to Increased congestion. 1t ks known that Express Lanes will likely
result in some shifting of traffic from the Express Lanes (prior HOV lanes) to the General Purpase lanes.
This could either increase the general purpose lane volume In the City of Long Beach, or result in diversion
o other routes in the City of Long Beach due to Increased cangestion in the general purpose lanes, or
both. These possible significant impacts have not been considered ar analyzed in the traffic study.

Migsing informatign en Express Lane impacts on the freeway system must be added.

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide details regarding the transition area beyond the Orange County line into
Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach. Table 3.1.6-17 (Transition Area LOS) summarizes the AM
and PM LOS in each of the transition areas anticipated in 2020 and 2040 under Alternative 3 and No Bulld
[p.3.1.6-97). However, no transition areas were evaluated on 1405 north of the GOS/1-405/5R-22
intersection in Los Angeles County or the City of Long Beach. M i ion

in the City of Long Beach must be added,

\
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9. The DEIR/EIS lacks consistency between its chapters and assoclated reports with respect to anticipated

ramp closures. As discussed under Temporary Build Alternative Impacts [p. 3.1.6-106), the 1405
southbound aff-ramp at Seal Beach Boulevard is expected 1o be closed between 10 to 30 days during
construction. Closure of the Seal Beach Boulevard off-ramp will ikely result in cut-through traffic in the
City of Long Beach. The DEIR/EIS for the proposed project states that tentative detours for the ramp
cosures are identified in the Ramp Closure Study (RCS) (Appendin C of the Community Impact
Assessment). When the RCS was reviewed, Table 1 (Local Service interchange Ramps and Anticipated
Closure within the 1-405 improvement Project] indicated that the Seal Beach Boulevard southbound off
ramp has an AADT of 10,500 and will be closed for up to 30 days. Hewever, in the “Description of
Prolonged Closure Sites and Proposed Detour Route” section of the RCS, all ramps with anticipated long-
term ramp closures {10 or more days) were listed and described in detail, with the exception of the Seal
Beach Boulevard southbound ramp. The “Bolsa Chica Road Southbound Off-Ramp” was described where
the “Seal Beach Off-Ramp® i should have been. The alternate route
maps in the report’s attachment also omit the Seal Beach Boulevard Southbound Off Ramp. This is a
notewarthy discrepancy because closure of the Seal Beach Boulevard southbound off-ramp eould

fi impact lated traffic in and around alternate 1405 ramps and adjacent arterials
in the City of Long Beach.

a.  The "Ramp Closure” list in the Transportation Management Plan (T MP] for the proposed project
Is abso inconsistent with the DEIRJEIS and Table 1 of the RCS. The DEIR/EIS and Table 1 of the RCS
indicate that the southbound off-ramp at Seal Beach Boulevard will be dlosed for up to 30 days
and the fist of ramp closures from the TMP (p.11) indicates that Bolsa Chica Road southbound
off-ramp will be closed.

405 Improvement Project DEIR/EIS: Chapter 3.6 ~ CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This

1

The DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the cumulative impact of future growth in the City of Long Beach, As
discussed in Section 3.6.7 of the Cumulative Impact section, Methodology, future Erowth was considered
within “the Cities of Costa Mesa, Fountain Valley, Garden Grove, Huntington Beach, Los Alamitos,
Westminster, and Seal Beach as well as the Ceunty of Orange of R
{p.3.6-2)." The list of cities and unincorporated areas included in the cumulative analysis includes all of the
cities and areas fisted in the proposed Project Description (p.5-2) in the DEIR/EIS Summary, with the
exception of the City of Long Beach. The growth in City of Long Beach should be included in the proposed
project’s analysis, The project i in the DEIR/EIS Summary is as follows:

“The approximately 16-mile-long project corridor is primarily locoted in Cronge County an -405
and troverses the cities of Cost Mesa, Fountain Valiey, Huntington Beach, Westminster, Garden
Grove, Seal Beach, Los Alamitos, Leng Beach and the community of Rossmoar.”

Missing cumulative analysis must be added.

] of on the EIRJEIR There are likely other comments that will be

¥
appropriate foliowing receipt of responses. Please let us know If you have any questions or coneerns. Iteris, inc.

would be happy to meet with City staff to discuss the results of the review and technical memarandum.

J
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I'.TERIS‘;::..:.
é CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

= . 331 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD « LONG BEACH, CA 50802 « (562) 57T0-63493 » FAX (562} 570-6012
2,
o
Gary Hamrlek October 22, 2009
Vice President
Transportation Systems B
e e et
i "
Caltrans District 12
At 405 Scoping
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612

Subject:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Caltrans San Diego Freeway (1-405)
Improvement Project

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Thank you for the apportunity to review the Notice of Preparation for the San Diego Freeway (I-
405) Improvement Project. The following comments are submitted for your consideration in the
preparation of the Draft EIR.

1. The City of Long Beach respectfully requesis the Draft EIR evaluate both operational and
construction - related impacts to traffic on the freeway system and adjacent arterial strests.

2. It's the City of Long Beach's understanding Caltrans currently does not plan to add lanes to
the 1-405 freeway north of the 1-605 freeway. It's unclear how the proposed additional
lanes would integrate thru the Interchange wilh the existing {freeway segments that won't b
widened. The proposed project could create potential significant traffic flow impacts due to

i ints and the tion of a botlh thru the int

3. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that Calirans consider the combined impacts

of the Wast County Connectors project and the proposed new project, which would result in
the addition of up to three lanes in each direction beyond what exists today.

4. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests that Caltrans use regional modeling software
to determine the potential diversion of traffic on freeway segments within Los Angeles
County resuiting from any bottlenacks created by the project allematives.

5. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests the study area be expanded to include the 1—
405 corridor from Lakewood Boulevard to the 1-605 freeway and the study include
evaluation of impacts to traffic mavement in the expanded study area, including movements

at the L B d, Bellflower Boulevard ff Avenue and Palo Verde
Avenue ramps,
ENVIROMMENTAL FLEET
BUDSET & PEREONNEL 333 W. Oondns Bt 8 Fioor BERVICES I Teeple Svmrese 801 San Francison.
. G e 5" Fier “gmm%‘m iy - Long Baseh, SA 50804 Baach, A 30813
aach, CA 087 3 rin ong Baac, C 30608
L Fan (50 570.6012 P ey P [R) £70.8400 Fae 633 876 978
Fa {S62) SPO-8G12 T
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ROSSMOOR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

5001 BLUME DRIVE. RUSSMOOR, CA 90720 / (S62) 4303707 / FAX [562) 4313710

Smita Deshpande
Page 20f2

6. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests the study area be nded to include CA-
expal 22
from the I-405 freeway to CA-1. It's possible that CA-22 into Long Beach could become a Tuly 16,2012
diversion around the bottieneck created thru the inlerchange. 5 T

7. The City of Long Beach respectfully requests the study area be ex
5 panded on the |-605
freemsirv:?‘m the 1405 o Carson Sireet. It's possible that traffic currently using the 1405 Smita Deshponde. Branch Chief
coul to the I-605 lo aveid the bottleneck created thru the interchange. Callr_ms-i)isvrir‘r i-'J. '

8. The proposed project may create a polential significant impact in the form of subsi Attn: [-405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period
. : tantial ' P 5 ©
traffic disruption on streets within Long Beach during tion. Traffic mitigation may be 2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
required in Long Beach to accommodate additional traffic on arterial streets and to keep lrvine, CA 92612
commuter fraffic out of neighborhoods during the construction phase. The City of Long o .
Beach resp ly requests that a preli y Traffic Manag 1t Plan be developed
part of the EIR process. ped as a Re: Rossmoor Community Services District Response to DEIR-1-405 Improvement Project
;‘hank ‘ﬁ: :g;l"]mf?: the oppopnruu]neigtln nr:mg:y m?L:uﬂoe of Preparation for the San Diego Ms, Deshponde:
reewa rovement of Long Beach looks forward ta working with
Caltrans and OCTA staff to resolve the outstanding issues identified in this comment letter. 1 am writing to provide comments on the above-referenced DEIR on behalf of the Rossmoor

Community Services District (the “District”). The District is a local govemment agency that
provides a number of services to the community of Rossmoor. At ils regular meeting of July 10,

Sincerely,
20172, the District’s Board authorized the submission of these comments.

As you may know, this ¢ ity has been engaged with the planning and construction impacts
of the West Coast Connector Project for about a decade. We are therefore quite concerned about

David Roseman v ; "
the impacts resufting from this new project.

City Traffic Engineer
You may also be aware that Rossmoor is a small community and that the District has a very
ce:  Mark Christoffels small staff. Therefore, we are relying on the good offices of the City of Seal Beach and its
Michael Conway substantive eritique of the DEIR. Rossmoor and the City of Seal Deach share a common border

with the proposed project. Rossmoor is bounded on the south by the [-405 and the SR 22 and on
our western border by the [-603 (probably a longer stretch than most cities along the project).

The District has thoroughly reviewed the DEIR and the comments thereon prepared by the City
of Seal Beach. To the extent that the City's comments parallel the District’s concemns, we
incorporate the City’s submittal by reference. Most specifically, the residents of Rossmoor have
expressed strong concerns over the following aspects of the project:

1. The bottleneck that will oceur with the added capacity of the northbound 1-405 al the Los
Angeles/Orange County line. This backup of wraffic will become increasingly exacerbated with
Alternatives 2 and 3. The increased number of traffic lanes being squeezed into existing LA
County freeways will, in all likelihood, stall traffic, particularly as vehicles jockey berween lanes
to access the options provided by the 1-405, 1-605 and the SR 22.

2. As a result of No. 1, above, the amount of pollution emission for slow or stopped vehicles will
dramatically increase. This will have an adverse affect on children attending Rossmoor’s three
elementary schools which are very close to the project. The District is deeply troubled by the
substantial stress this project will relentlessly impose on sensitive receptors like the elderly,
infirm and young children; particularly the impact it will have on Hopkinson Elementary School,
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located at 12582 Kensington Road in Rossmoor, CA, less than 600 fi. from the number 3 and 4

lancs. This exceptionally tight proximity to the roadway raises serious safety concerns for our
elementary school children attending class on weekdays, between the hours of 8:30 am. and 2
3:00 pm. The increasing intrusion of the freeway will also nepatively impact those residents

whose praperty backs up or is close 1o the project’s sound wall.

3. Also, as a result of No. 1, above, noise levels will increase dramatically as a result of the

increased through put of vehicles, most particularly with Alternatives No. 2 and No. 3. The 3
overall affect on the quality of life in the Rossmoor community will be reduced for a majority of

residents who aiready experience the disturbance created by the current freeway system.

As | have previously stated, the District is unable to perform the level of analysis done by the i July 16, 2012
i ilies is i - (i F Ses h i ting the District access to its work
corridor LI_“L) and is gratehll. N .”“' City of SCdl_ Beach urfgr.t.u ! b-’- e e stand with Smita Deshpande, Environmental Chief
product. Even though the .I)lslm‘.l h.ab only arllcululcd_ a few specific issues, we 5L=u1_ with our 4 California Department of Transportation
neighboring communities in the belief that the DEIR inadequately addresses the cnvironmental District 12, Branch A
effects on our commu and the region. The District respectfully request that you respond to 2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
the comments provided by the City of Seal Beach as well as those articulated herein. Irvine, California 92612 VIA HAND DELIVERY
Subject: Draft Envir tal Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
San Diego Freeway Improvement Project, Orange and Los Angeles Counties, CA
. SCH #2002091001
Cordially,
. ] f) Dear Ms. Deshpande:
(fd) 4. Cletiz _ - |
i The City of Seal Beach (City) hereby submits the following comments to the California
Alfred Coletta, Board President Depariment of Transportation (Caltrans or Lead Agency) in response fo your agency's recent

release of the “Draft Environmenta! Impact Report/Environmantal Impact Statement - San Ciega
Freeway Improvement Project, Orange and Los Angeles Counlies, California, SCH
#20090910017 (DEIR/S), dated May 7, 2012, for the San Diego Freeway Improvement Project.
These comments are submitted within the designaled comment period established by the Lead
Agency and, by their hand delivery within that time period, become a component of the
environmental review record for the proposed action.  In compliance with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
their implementing guidelines, defailed wrillen responses to the issues, comments, and inquiries
presented in the attached document are required. As further stipulated therein, the Lead
Agency's draflt responses shall be submilted to the City not less than ten {10 days pricr to any
formal action by your agency. |

Rossmoor Community Services District

Based on the information presented in the DEIR/S, the City believes that it is a “participating
agency” under NEPA and a “responsible agency” under CEQA. In thal capacity, the City is
required to utilize the Lead Agency's CEQA documentation as the environmental basis for those
discretionary acfions that may be required from the City for the approval, construction, and
operation of the proposed project. As evidenced by the altached comments, the Cily has
identified a number of unaddressed environmertal and sociceconomic issues with regards to the
proposed project. In its present form, the City believes that the DEIR/S faiis to identify and
effectively mitigale the significant and patentially significant environmental and socioeconomic
effects of the proposed project (e.g., air quality, human healin, noise, land use, circulation,
environmental justice), requires substantive augmentation in order fo address lhose issues, and
necessilates recirculation.

At a community meeting conducted by the City on June 26, 2012 al the Seal Beach Community
Center (3333 St. Cloud, Seal Beach), William Kempton, the Orange County Transportation
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Authority's (OCTA) Chief Executive Officer (CEO], staled that the "OCTA is the decision-making
body” for the proposed project. In conftrast, the DEIR'S only identifies the OCTA as the “project
sponsos.” This apparent inconsistency is problematic since Caltrans' “lead agency” status and the
role that the OCTA and its contractors played in the preparation of the DEIR/S is brought info
question. At that same meeting, the City was informed that the OCTA’s Board of Direclors would
be taking formal action on the project at their August 13, 2012 meeting, substantially in advance
of the cuimination of the environmental process. Prior to the certification of the EIR and approval
of the environmental impact statement (EIS), the City befieves that any aclion commilting any
public agency {inclusive of the OCTA) o a specilic course of aclion would be premature.

Additional correspondence conceming the proposed project and the adeguacy of the DEIR/S
have been submitied to Callrans and the OCTA under separate cover,

On behall of its residents and business community, the City appreciates the appartunity to submit
commeants on the DEIR/S. Should you have any questions conceming these commenis or would
like to schedule a meeting to discuss the City's concems, please contact me at {562} 431-2527,
extensicn 1318,

Sincerely,
M o
Mike Levitt
Mayor
Enclosures
[+ Will Kempton, OCTA CEO
Miall Barrelt, OCTA Project Manager (w/enclosures)

405 dedcomments. Parsons@parsons.com (wi enclosures)

Proof of Delivery:

Stgraliere of accapling pary or date stamp
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Third-Party Review
Technical Comments
(July 12, 2012)

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
Orange and Los Angeles Counties, California
SCH No. 2009091001

FPrepared for:
Sean Crumby
Assistant City Manager/Director of Public Works
Cify of Seal Beach
211 8th Street
Seal Beach, California 80740

Prepared by:

Pater Lewandowski, Principal
Envirenmental Impact Sciences
26051 Via Concha
Mizsion Viejo, California 82691-5614
(949) B3Y-3835 FAX
(848) 837-1195

emvirgnment@cox net

Jduly 12, 2012
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Although not Llearly specified as such, the prnpused action is predicated, in whole or in part, on
the [ of bath "I M, as app by Orange County voters in Movember 1980,
authorizing a 20-year program (sunset on March 31, 2011) to finance specific transportation
projects, and the 'Renewed Measure M Program” (Measure M2) Program, as approved by
Orange Ccunty’s volers on November 7, 200G (sunset on March 31, 2041)  Specifically
identified therein was "Project K {San Diego Freeway [-405] Improvements between the |-805
Freeway in Los Alamitos area and Costa Mesa Fresway [SR-35])," authorizing the construction
of “new lanes on the San Diege Freeway betwsen the 1605 and SR-55 Freeways, generally
within the existing right-of-way.” Because it was a voter-approved measure, the Orange County
Transporatien Authority (OCTA) has an obligation to Orange County's volers to pursue that
mandate. Within the mandate of Measures M/M2, OCTA's fransportation planners have sought
to fulfill that obiigation and to “make best use of available freeway property, update inferchanges
and widen all local overcrossings according to city and regional master plans” (Measure M2},
Because "best” can be highly subjective, the term “best use” must first be defined so that an
objective, measuraable yardstick can be established against which alternatives can be judged.

To the extent that the proposed action is directly tied to specific freeway improvements
previously identified and supported by more than twe-thirds of the Crange County's voters,
surprising absent from the project’s declared “purpose and need” (P&N) statement and specified
project objective(s} is any explicil reference to Muasur&s MIM2 therein. If go linked and if a
more voter-specific ive had been pi for public i ishable
within the budgetary limitations approved by the voters, it is reasonable (o assume that greater
suppert for the propesed action could have been engendered withir the City of Seal Beach (City
or Seal Beach). Whether the result of sub it eng lysis or a behind-the-scenes
determination that a more extensive |rr‘plouement project wu]d be undertaken within the
general confines of the existing right-of-way, the project has now mushroomed into something
barely resembiing the Measure MIM2 project description and subsequent voter's authorization,

A larger and mare encompassing project may, in fact, have mernit from a traffic engineering
perspective. However, if the project is no Jonger that which was first envisioned by the County’s
voters (and costing substantiatly more than the amount authorized), sound planning and prudent
management of public funds suggests that a "step back” rather than a blind ‘1eap forward” is
called for, including a reasonable dialogue as to what might constitute "best use.” Since that did
not occur, the City must respond specifically to the information and analysl% {or ab ence of
information and analysis) presented in the “Draft Envir tal impact Report/E 1
Impact Stalement — San Diego Freeway Improvement Project, Orange and Los Angeles
Counties, California, SCH #20090971001" (DEIRS) rather than working cocperatively with the
OCTA to engage Seal Beach's residents, business community, and the Caifernia Department
of Transpertation (Lead Agency or Caltrans, or Department) in a broader discussion of sound
transporiation planning solutions to the mobility and accessibility issues confronting the region.

11  Introduction to the City's Written Comments

The following comments are submitted by or on behall of the City in response to Caltrans'
release of the DEIR/S on May 18, 2012 and are intended for inclusion in the environmental
review record established under the provisions of the: (1) National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), as codified in Sections 4321-4347 in Title 42 of the United States Codes (U.S.C): (2)
the Councll on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) “Regulations for Implementing the Frocedural
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Pravisi of the National Envi; | Policy Act” (CEQ Regulations), as codified in Parts
1500-1508 in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R), (3) the California
Environmenta! Quality Act (CEQA) as codificd as Sections 21000 et seq. in the California Public
Resources Code (PRC), and (4) the “Guideiines for the Implementation of the California
Envircnmental Quality Act” {State CEQA Guidelines), as codified in Sectiens 15000 & seq. in
Title 14, Chapter 3 of the Califernia Code of Regutations (CCR).

Through the presentation of thass comments, the City seeks to raise certain environmental and
socioeconemic issues wilth regards to the proposed action, articulate the concems which have
been presented to City staff and Seal Beach's elected officials by City residents and members
of the City's business community, ensure thal the City's issues and concerns bacome part of the
environmental review process for the proposed project. and elicit detailed, wrilten responses
from the Lead Agency and OCTA for the purpose of promoting informed decisionmaking.

Because the 1-405 (San Diego) Freeway traverses the City, any physical changes 1o that facility
or funstional changes affecting its operation and use have the potential to adversely afiect Seal
Beach, its residents, and businass community. In recognition of the project's potential to
adversely affect this community and the long-term environmental consequences of the
proposed action, the City (acting on its on and cn-behalf of the City's affected residents and

i ) const an affected ¢ with legiti and appropriate standing to
aclively participate in the CECQIA and NEPA process.

The Lead Agency states that the project’s effectuation may be dependent upen the issuance or
approval of one or mere discretionary actions from the City {Table 2-2, p. 2-52). As a resull,
since Seal Beach must satiefy itz own environmental compliance obligations, these comments
are presented in the context of CEQA and NEPA and are intended to seek clarification of and/or
expansicn upon the information presented in the DEIR/S and the planring process upon which
that analysis was derived. Because of our many shared interests, the need for cooperation and
effective communication is parficularly evident when regicnal and subregional izsues are at
hand. For all activities undertaken within its carporate boundaries, the City seeks to ensure a
collaberative znd cooperative planring and entitiemant process through which Seal Beach's
issues and concerns are given both ample voice and deferential consideration with regards to
projeci-related and cumulative impacts on the residents and business interests within the City,

The City recognizes that prudent short-tarm and well-founded, lang-term aclions are called for in
order to address existing and reasonably foreseeable traffic and transportation-related izsues
affecting the southern California area. As the major regional conduit senving Seasl Beach, the
City recognizes that improvements to and/or modifications of the 1-405 Freeway may be
required as part of a broader strategy to sddress those traffic and transportation needs. As a
likely beneficiary, the City is an advocate for both prudent, well-planned improvements to the
interstate and artarial highway system and for other accessibility-enhancing travel options.

Except where another document is first identified, excerpts and page references cited herein are
with regards to the DEIR/S and are intended to be illustrative and not exhausive {e.g., issues
being raised may be systemic and not isclated to the single reference being cited). Excerpls
extracted from the DEIR/S are pr wed only as of the y of the specific issue
or issues being raised by the City and should not be interpreted as constituting the only citation
within the environmental review record where that issue or those issues have potential
applicability. Document citatiens presented herein are for the scle convenience of the
Depariment. The City's unintended misidentification of a page reference or cilation, the City's
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failure fo accredl a source document to all of s ; i

_ i co-avthors, or the likek f
typographical ancior other unintended errors herein should not serve as an excu:epb'ﬁ::cl_eea(:;
Agency net to fully respond to the issues and concerns being expressed. i

In the preparation of these comments, the City has sought to ¢ i i

(e.q., ullliz_a'..on and apalication of paremheelsdﬁackeung g-and 3&2?143351?;::3 ;r;\;‘ear:il:n;
cail a_l‘.ermon lp an it_ern}. Use or application of those writing conventions, as well as the yse of
I1sadmg§. caprta.laahon,_ and punctuation herein, are presented to faoi:naie communication and
are provided for convenience purposes only and should not be construad as limiting the nature
or broader relevancy of the City's comments. Similarly, the erganization of these commenis
should neither serve as an artificial constraint to the Lead Agency’s obligations urder CEQ;‘\
and NEPA ner shauld they serve to limit the nature of the Lead Agency's responzes therelo

The DEIR/S is a voluminous underiaking and a lot of effort was i i
; il expended in its tion.
Enum EX,]:B:M and voluma and weight should not, howsver, be confused m:np:}ﬂ:;:z:
nsupporta and unsub it lusions should not be confused with
" d . N N 3 th
substantial evidence (14 CCR 15384[d]) or with cbjective and gocd-faith efforts at ful! d|5rjo:.|lne=
{Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Commission v. Board of Trustees). Independant of the merits o;
Jack_of mernts of the proposed action, because the DEIR/S does not presently satiefy the
requirements of CEQA/State CEQA Guidelines and NCPA/CEQ Regulations, the Lead Agency's
existing enwronn?ental documentation fails fo provide an adequate I:‘»as:s for infunn:d
goverrmental action and publir:_: participation.  In its decisicn to submit commenis on the
PﬁIF'HS :_l :;_:s_‘been _the City's intent to support and assist the Lead Agency in its efforls to

f ulfiil its tal ¢ i igations, includi ing " isi

informed and balanced™ (14 CCR 15003[j]). ST T dooines T

1.2 Introduction to the Proposed Action

As indicated in the DEIRSS, “[i]he proposed project is & ‘Major Pro ect’ as defined by the Federal
Highway (FHWA) b it would cost in excess of $500 miltion” {emphae:.-s
added) (p. 2-50}. As further indicated in the "Air Quality Report - San Diege Freeway (1-405)
Impravement Project SR-73 to 1.505, Crarge and Los Angeles Counties” (Caltrans, May 2011)
(AGR), included in the DEIR/S, the project is "a Prcject of Air Quality Coner” and “ie
CDI’?SIde[Ed regionally significant” (emphasis added) (pp. 1 and &1). In addition Ihel propesed
aclion constitutes a "significant operational change * as defined in the OCTA's ‘bmnge County
;-:ggﬁ?:cupancy Vehicle (HOV) Operations Pelicy Study” (August 1, 2002) (emphasis addecfj

Ag evidence, in part, by the Department's and OCTA's own categorizati

action as @ MAJOR PROJECT, 2 PROJECT OF AIR QUALITY go&iogNnrR“&!eGr&pm
SIGNIFJCAN'_I’, and a SIGNIFICANT OPERATIONAL CHANGE, it is readily aclrpareril that the
proposed action has serious and significant implications not only with regards to the aﬁeo{eld
night-of-way (ROW) but in the larger context of the larger southerm Calfornia region.  Aclions
that are taken by Caltrans and the OCTA concerning the 1-405 Freeway will have résinng and
long-tam consequences and will, directly andior indirectly, affect both the ra'ce of ravel ang
!rgvel choices on a regional scale well into the future. As a result, it is necassary to shine a
bright light en the prasosed action (including the planning and environmental review process
anc_l the range of cplions under consideration) to ensure that the choices made today benefit the
region long and nat merely perpetuate the continuation of old and outdated habits. I
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For ovaer 30 years. high-cccupancy vehicle (HOV) facilies have been a part of urban

A intn tion f ion, ject " p It

{IZS;} trr:;rdou\:r?;nflihr: pg?pf"m ::l;ar‘, .Ee p‘rroiect a_helrac! sta_teg that ‘[tlhe Interstate 405 transpeortation planning. By restricting certain highway lanes to exclusive use by multi-occupant
(GP) 816 I oach directfloer b‘::-“:f::'\ 5 3 F::’ on o °°d";*1“" by adding: [1] ene genaral purpose vehicles (MOVs), HOV projects have served to improve the people-moving capacity of travel
2] two GP fanes in each direction bt 23 o mkl'; an nterstate 805 (1-805) [Alternative 1]; or corridors and encouraged drivers to (at least on occasion) abandon their single-occupant
[3; ane GP lane be " clid rétoe.wecn rockhurstEuciid Street and 1505 [Alternative 2). or vehicles (S0Vs) and join carpools, vanpools, or use transit buses, resuiting in substantial
beiwaén ":at:eR ,hme. ?r:; E;;E i ree; aﬂd 1605 and ane tolled Express Lane in each diractien | reductions in total VMT, ion of petrol products, and mobile source air Bmissions.
jomntl as; tall dugfrp {F _'I _} an r!ate Route 22 ‘:SR_'EZ}_ east of 1-405 !o_ba managed | The construction of HOV lanes was based both on sound traffic engineering {e.q., increasing
The {ulled soes . Fpaés:y :'g‘u'g m‘ra;‘:’s':":::{"hga\:’;sdﬂ’eﬁ}:r‘\; between SR-72 and 1-605. the average number of persons per vehicle, preserving the paople-moving capacity of travel
eitheir ba \‘reei gt vacelue @ discount [Alternalive 3}, The p‘::;osede;;":: mqu‘m* \"0:}'_:“ corridors, and enhancing mobility options) and government-sponsored secial engineering (e.g.

= = . i improve the i X o

freeway mainline and inferchanges on 1405 in Orange and Los Angeles cu:n!ies o HOV tanes do net force drivers to make changes but rather encourages them to do 50).
i 18 miles b -mik 1 of Bristal St
viell as pmh'c:ns ;“S‘eﬂzz sn-?ao'ggfa?suiz ‘:;j:ﬁml S.riet‘_ancl_ 1.4 miles north of 1805, as In "HOV Facility Development: A Review of Nationa! Trends, Paper No. 02-3622" (Fuhs, C_ and
through the corridor® (em; i 2 dded) 3 =econdeshion anq impoue _'a"? continuity +J. Obenberger, undated), the authors note: "Based on thidy years of experience from across the
referrgé e Cg"no. __fmpras'; a[ ,?:’ (DEIRSS, Tite Page). The ‘carrider” is alternatively cauntry, HOV lanes are a proven, viatle, and efiective allemative ta mitigate the impacts of
prising a length of -miles” (p. 2-20) andfor “15-miles (AQR, p. 51). i traffic congestion in urban and suburban areas. As a part of an overall approach lo address
Altho o fibe " . . travel demand and miligate the impacts of congestion in 2 region, HOV lanes havs the potential
by d:gi:n::en::g = dFsc‘[“r:' N |SiES$ " par:,'fulgﬁﬁh'sma[ compor:en_s aof the propased action, to move more people in fewer vehicles, improve the person meving capability and reliability, and
¥ 3 proje en?l‘y h tamna ke and m(_)rtar. the totality of the action's b efiiciently ulilize the available roadway infrastructure and transit flast” (p. 1)
substance (and cansequently its environmental efiects} are ignored or “swept under the rug * o
::;,ﬁ ?fg’;u‘:hl’;i?“"t tanfdﬂ.::s-s he wh_nret ?fIITe acm—’,n' {14 CCR 15378), the proposed HOV lanes are a proven, viable, and effective allernative to mitigate the impacts of traffic
actions that the Dmfﬂ;-"ln:ro:‘ges an?izas'ea:nd:::e ::‘;':hm-es 10 be constructed but also the congestion in urban and suburban areas. As a parl of an overall approach fo address travel
t fthe prece € project establishes. demand and mitigate the impacts of congestion in a regian, HOV lanes have the potential to
b ) o ; ) . ) maove mar le in fewer vehicles, ‘mprove the person moving capability and reliability, and
"1‘ B ":‘.‘”E"'a‘?" evident that the magnitude of the proposed action makes it unigue and Hiciently UUZo. e avaiabis. roud nfrastrusture and wransit fo, Asyreported in the Los
I:CT:Z::a:::;ﬁ;ﬂ?zﬁ:g:z; tl’;s:::}rc;:?:elrﬂ ‘;!:es;?{;nifl\’;ﬁ‘e‘e?“;f:hﬁ?:k'l-rbh;d_E'R shalt Angeles County Metropolitan Transpor’tation Authority's (LACMTA or Metro) "HOV Performance
\ 9 f he e - ! effects shay iscussed \ i : \ "
with emphasis In proporticn to their severity and probability of ccourmence” {14 CCR 15143). Program Evaluation Report” (Novernber 22, 2002):
’j’""k"‘; 5:‘:_:“;2“";: C":’:'_:“ F"*’f’;‘;‘e- Caltrans' C‘;'SI_OEE-'? aritm")‘me who drives a mator. The mere presence of the carpool lanes was a critical factor in many commuters
pers = ifomia (e.g., private motoris reight haulers, commercial vehicle decisi arlic P 1 . i i -

. 5 ecision to parlicipate in a carpool or vanpool in order to realize the fime savings.
fr:;\;\:zhpub:c‘E::‘ngscpem‘t_ars,lsm%ol and tour buses, emergency responders, motorcyclists, Almost § ou‘; of 1?! peak-psling carpool IaF_: users (79%) say the presence of rghc
i ancwhu ar:“ ' na'mnaung ‘h::" gefense vehicles). including those pecple and lanes play an important role in their decision to carpaol. For carpool lane transit

v o service users, the response is even more overwhelming. Almost ail the riders (95%)
indic 5 T . " X say the fact that the bus is using the carpool lanes is important in their decision fo ride
g’;n;m}':fi;is ".:.mﬁ:"m"sd I Ca.Jlfarma » ‘[Terrigrc;a: Sl.aia nghways = Major Planning the bus. Qver one half of those identified as carpool lane users previously drove
1he backbons aFilis ; and [mplications” (January 2010): “The designated interstate system is alona in the general purpose lanes on the same freeway prior lo using the carpoal
& da _1e &l !e_s_ tl.rana_pelta‘lnon_ network for ll_'tterregron_al. interstate, and international lane. On freeways without carpoc! tanes, 28% of peak-period drive-alone commuters
g:bo s mgvamen:;. a(:ce.sa to ﬂllp(:ﬂs. air cargo t:?rrnlnals, and other major galeways in the say they would start to carpool! if the lanes were added to their freeway, effectively
ul £ anize, ar‘ea. he | nlefm_zl_re system is the only ‘completed f:ee_way system’ in California in removing vehicles from the freeway. The introdustion of carposl lanes to a freeway
t?.:nshqfr?oanuqlLars h;gh facmty’s!andams. Th: llftersrate system is less than 18 pereent of all has been effective at getting people to start to carpool. Los Argeles County
slale highway miles, however, it carries over half of all VMT [venhicle miles traveled] annually Ay . - g 1a
(over 80 billion VMT) and half of all VT in the urbanized and metropoitan areas, T Stae.s Sommulers are wilng to change ther ways fo use he carpoot lanes, when the lanes
farge metropolitan centers in Southern Califernia and the Bay Area in Northarn California raly B APz
heavily on the | system for interregional and regional mobility” (pp. 1-2).  \Within i indi
. " - . pie W T=af For SOV commuters on freeways withou! carpool fanes, almest 30% indicate that
soulhem Calforia, the I-405 Freeway is a critical component of the State's transparation ] they would use carpoai lanes i fanes were made available on their freeway. For

general-purpose lane users on freeways with HOV lanes, two-thirds indicatec that
they could be influenced fo carpool with some kind of inducement. One-quartar of
these respondents indicated that some sod of employer incentive would be

infrasllluct_urg. part of the region's backbone system, and a “bypags rovte” to other north-south
conduits linking Los Angales, San Diago, and Crange Counties,

Mot many projects have the potential to produce a fundamental shift in {driver's) behavior, i i i i
i s - z . . enticement to carpool, vanpool, or ride transit, while an additional 22% advised thal
Hr:‘m:eyg., in the casa of the proposed action, the Laati Amﬂnty I8 aclively sesking to alter a well- an aasy way to ;?an ar ,oﬁ? carpool or vanpool, like the availability of a rideshare
hed, widsly . and enviror y-based principal that has served as the pregram, would be sufficient inducement (p. 82)
foundaticn for State and federal transportation planning dating back to the 1980's. T o
San Diego Freeway Improvement Projoct July 2012
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The HOV lane of the 1405 Fresway doss not suffer from the “empty lane syndrome” (e.q.,
moterists travaliing along adjacent congested general-purpose lanes percaive the HOV lane to
be underutilized) or lack of utilization. it appears that the opposite is the cass. There ara fimes
when the level of service (LOS) on the HOV lane (2.9., LOS 'F) matches that on the GP lanes,
suggesting the need for an additional HOV lane.

The Department mischaracterizes the project by stating that “the project is not a precedent-
selling action and would not affect resources of concern” (p. 3.1.2-8). At least with regards to
Alternative 3, the propased action is the linchpin of a much broader regicnal strategy designad
to: (1) convert the southern California existing highway system (not just newly constructed ol
roads) from “free’ ways® into “toll' ways,” thus crealing a new social order of "those with
transpenders” and “those without”; (2) privatize comporents of the existing public transporiation
system, emphasizing the optimization of return-on-i over the maximization of public
benefit; and (3) change tradiional design-then-build construction practices involving separate
enlities without possible economic entanglements into “design-build” conlracts potentially.
favoring the profitability of a single entitle (or group of investors) over public safety an¢
cenvenience, Once the step is taken, there is no turning back.

The Lead Agency seeks to induce a major change (paradigm shift) in driving habitats that
would: (1) have iff ns and b i ftending sut ially bayond the edge of the
1-405 Freeway right-of-way and which would negate the benefits that have predicated HOW
development (e.g., reduction in VMT), and (2) prove imeparable because conversion back to
pre-project conditions weould meet with substantial resistance by well-heeled HOT-lane users,
As proposed, the cencept of dedicating HOV lanes to use first MOVW's and putlic fransit vehicles
and subsaquently to low-emission vehicles (LEMs) would be replaced by & “pay te play” concert
that afl an unlimited per of lane to SOVs willing 1o pay a specified ol
rate (e.g., "The velume of traffic in the Express Lanes would be aclively managed to maintain
high-speed operations with maximum hourly volumes of 3,400 [vehicles/hour]” Traffic Study, p.
3.1.6-85). Being pushed out of the HOV lanes are the MOVs and LEMs and baing forfeiled are
the enviranmental and societal benefits attributable to use of HOV lanes by campeols, vanpsels,
and public transit vehicles,

As indicated in the “Oranga County High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Operations Policy Study™

Agcording to the transportation planning requiramants noted in 23 C.F.R. 450.320(c),
in Transportation Management Areas (TMAs), the planning process must include the
development of a CMS [C ystem] that provides for the
effective management of new and existing transpartation faciities through the use of
travel demand reduction, travel management, traffic operational slrategies, and meels
the requirements of 23 C.F.R. part 500. 23 C.F.R. £00.109 defines an effeclive CMS
as a systemalic process for managing congestion that provides information on
transportation system performance, and on altemalive strategies for alleviating
congestion, to enhance the mobility of persens and goods to levels that meel State
and local needs. The CMS encourages the consideration and implementation of
strategies that provide the most efficient and effective use of existing and future
transportation faciiities. Consideration nesds to be given to strategies that reduce
SOV trave! and improve existing transportation system effisiency (emphasis adced)
(p. 72).
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Although it s OCTA's policy to “reduce SOV travel,” |o the delriment of carpocl formulation and
retention and public transit ridership, the proposed action serves to promotes travel by SOVs
and, therefore, would appear to violate existing OCTA policies. In addition, as indicated in the
OCTA's "Orange County High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Operations Palicy Study,” the
propesed aclion "has the potential to adverssly affact the area's flow of traffic, roadway and
traveter safety, and the emvironment’ (p. 72). As further indicated therein, "FHWA must be
consulted if a propesed significant operational change can be reasonably expected to affect a
specific HOV lane or portions of the regional HOV system, which were funded or approved by
FHWA. This includes portions of the local, region, or Federal-aid Highway system, where

5 ional ges o these may also adversely affect the operation of one HOV lane,
or pertions of the regicnal HOV system” {p. 86). Notwithstanding any attemet to do so in the
DEIRSS, the proposed action cannot be examined in the context of a single freeway segment
but must be assessed in a broader regional conext than now explored by the Lead Agency.

Netwithstanding the project’s connection with Measures MM2, the Lead Agsrey's singular
focus on constructing new lane-miles has limited public discussion ang corresponding
environmental analysis of a substantially broader rangs of options that could be implemented to
accomplish the proposed action's deciared P&N {assuming that the P&N is appropriatefy
identified and not alterative restricting). In the Department’s biind pursuit of anly one travel
made and one course of action (although minor variations relaling to the quantity and placemant
of new pavemeant have been identified), despite the OCTA's willing o spend an esfimated
$5.8 billion dellars in public funds in advancing a specific development proposal, a broader view
of traffic and lransportation are never introduced.,

As autlined in the OCTA’s "Destination 2035 - Moving Toward a Green Tomarrew” {2010) (2010
LRTP), by 2035, “about 50 percent of Orange County's freeways and about 20 percent of
Crange County’s madways will cperate under congested conditions during peak hours
Average peak period freeway speeds are expeciad to be close to 30 mi'es per hour (mgh} in the
mixed-flow lanes and about 35 mph in the HOV lanes. Average roadway speeds are expacied.
Lo be about 13 mph during peak hours” (p. 36). As such, the prablems that the proposed action
purports to address are substantially greater than a short segment of a specific freeway. Where
in the DEIR/S is that discussion?

How do you “reduce” something that is never first defined (2.9, "reduce congestion”)? Absent
from the DEIR/S iz any effort by the Lead Agency to define “congestion.” Congestion is far from
a simple cencept and ifs historic context, contributory components, universally accepted
benct k, and relevancy to transportation not uni lly understood. Absent that definition,
how de you know if you have succeeded?

Because “whatever gets measured gets managed,” the Department’s fundamental folly is the
selection of the wrong yardsticks {L.e., vehicle throughput and relative speed) both with regards
te its cefinftion and measurement of “congestion” and in its formulation and evaluation of project
allematives.  Since neither vehicle throughput nor relative speed were identified as ey
variaties in Measures M/MZ, premising the entice project on thoze single variables creates no
direct or indirect linkage between lhe proposed action and Measures MM2.  Sound
transportation planning should be about moving pecple and goods, not aboul counting
autemobiles and irucks passing arbitrarily established fixed peoins that bear litie relevancy o
the lives of motorists {e.g., few indivi s start and end their daily travels at the two assigned
end pairts or imit their driving to the Lead Agency's designated “toridor’). The Lead Agency's
selection of performance indices lacks reasonable connectivity with the projest’s declared PAN
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As described in the “Traffic Study = San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project SR-73 1o -
605, Orange ard Les Angeles Counties’ (Caltrans and Albert Grover & Associates, May 2011}
(Traffic Study}, as included in the DEIR/S. “[Jwoughput is the gensral pumpose flow rale
muitiplied by the number of lanes, plus the specialty lanzs (HOV or express lanes) flow. The
peak hour througheut is the number of vehicles able to pass a fixed point along the corridor
during the hour of greatest d d" and is as “the number of vehicles able lo pass a
fixed point along the project route” (pp. ES-3 and 4-2). That definition, however, reither serves
as an accurate measure of the number of individuals or the amount of freight that can be moved
frem Point A to Point B within a designated time pericd ner constitutes the scle indices for the
assessment of “best use.” By maintaining 8 myopic focus on vehicle throughput, the Lead
Agency ignores the function of the automobiles and truck traffic traveling along the fresway,
namely the efficient and effective movement of people and gocds.

1.3 Understanding California Department of Transportation's and the Orange
County Transportation Authority’s Respective Roles

1.3.1 Orange County Transportation Authority

The DEIR/S notes that “[tihe proposed project is a joint praject” undertaken by Caltrans and the
FHWA (p. 4-1}, a division of the Urited Stales Department of Transportation {DOT or USDOT)
As represented, it is not a joint undertaking of Caltrans and the OCTA. The OCTA is identifiad
in the DEIR/S as the “project sponsor (p. 1-1) or “sponser agency” {p. 5-5) for the action
described therein. Under NEPA, the term “projsct sponsor” means the agency or ofher entity
seeking “approval of the Secretary [of Transporation] for 3 project” (23 U.S.C. 138[a][2)(BI7]}
and the agency or entity, including any private or public-private entily, seeking “an
Adminigtration action” (23 C.F.R. 771.107[]). Conversely, the term “sponsor” has no meaning in
CEQA parlance

Under NEPA, the term “applicant” means '[a]ny State, local, or federally-recognized Indian tribal

g tal unit that r tunding approval or ather aclion by the Adminisiration and that
the Administration works with to conduct environmental studies and prepare environmental
review documents, Whnen another Federal agency, or the Admini ion itself, is i

the actian, then the lead agencies (a5 defined in this regulation) may assume the responsibilities
of the applicant in this part. If there is no applicant, then the Federal lead agency will assume
the responsibilities of the applicant in this part® (23 C.F.R. 771.107[f]). Basad on those
definitions, the OCTA may be categonized as both “project sponsor” and “applicant.”

With regard to QCTA's “responsibilities,” the DEIR/S states that OCTA will “[pravide funds,
resources, and leadership attention needed to cemplete EIR/EIS; provide comments on purposs
and need, range of altematives, and Draft/Final EIR/EIS" (Table 5-2, p. 5-5). Howaver, nowhere
in any decumentation has the City found any declaration that the OCTA is serving ehar as
“lead agency” er as “joint lead agency” for the purpose of environmental compiance (see 23
U.S C. 139{a){3][B][4], 23 U.S.C. 139(c)i2]{3]. and 14 CCR 15357).

Although no subsequent reference could be found in the DEIR/S, the ‘Notice of Preparation®
(MOP), dated August 26, 2009, states that the OCTA is a “responsible agency and participating

be found in the DEIR/S, the Lead Agency should clarify whether OCTA remains a “regpensible
agency” under CEQA and, if so, whal ils cbligations are thereunder,

agency under CEQA and is alzo the funding agency” {p. 1). Because no similar reference car}

July 2012 San Diego Freeway improvement Projact
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The DEIR/S includes the OCTA among the list of agencies with “probable permit requiremeants
and approvals” specifically identifying the need for “Maintenance, QOperations, and Law
Enforcement Agreemen's (Atemative 3 Only)* (Table 2-2, p. 2-52). The DEIR'S does not,
howaver, indicate whether those “agresments” constitute discretionary or ministerial actiors
under CEQA or whether any other discrationary actions will be required from the OCTA. As
defined in the State CEQA Guidelines, “[ministerial’ describes a govemment decision involving
litlle or no personal judgment by the public official as to the wisdom or manner of canmrying out
the project. The public official merely applies the law to the facts as presented but Usss no
special discretion or judgment in reaching a deeision. A ministerial decision involves only the
use of fixed standards or objective ts, and the public official cannat use persanal,
subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the project should be carried out? (14 CCR
15383). "Ministerial projects” are statutorily exempt from CEQA (14 CCR 15268).

Absant discrationary authority cver the proposed action, the role ang responsibility of the OCTA
with regards to both the project's CEQA and NEPA documentation and ability to dictate the
nature of physical improvements to the federal highway system is unclear and requires further
clarffication. As purported in Table 2-2 (Probable Permil Requirements and Approval) in the
DEIR/S, the only action: required from the OCTA relales to "Alternative 2 only” {p. 2-52). If there
are no discretionary “requirements or approvals” (p. 2-52) from the QOCTA for Allernatives 1 and
2, then OCTA: (1) cannot be a “responsible agency” under CEQA; andfor (2) knew before the
issuance of tha NOP that the “preferred project” was going to be “Alternative 3 only.’ Any
subterfuge to the contrary, either in the DEIR/S or elsewheare, is intended salely to confuse an

unsuspected public and falsely suggest that the p has more transp y than truly
deserved. I, therefore, appears disingenuous for the OCTA to assert that “we are proud of sur
long-time reputation of accountability, . and transparency”™ (A M ge from CEO Wil

Kempton, hitpiifwww.ocla.net/righttckneow.aspx).

As indicated in the DEIRYS: "The entire length of 1-405 is part of the National Highway System,
tha Dapartment of Defense Priorily Nelwork, the Interstale Highway System, and the Strategic
Highway Corridor Network. The 1980 Federal Surface Transporiation Assistance Act (STAA)
identifies 1405 as a “Mational Network” route for STAA trucks. Strategically, 1-405 is a
transportation link for national defense and transportation securily, providing direct and indirect
access to major military installations in the west, including Los Angales Air Forcs Base to the
north, and NAVWPNSTA [Naval Weapons Station] Seal Beach, Air Force Reserve Center Los
Alamitos, and Camp Pendleton to the south® (p. 1-20).  In addition, the 1-405 Freeway is
companent of the “California Freeway and Expressway System” (FAE System) and part of the
“State Highway System” (SHS).  Caltrans has the statulory responsibilty for cperations,
maintenance, design, construction, and long-range planning of the SHS and the State agency
ihle for lishing standards and policies to maintain the system ard administer the
State Highway Operations and Frotection Program (SHOPP) for the rehabilitation and
operational improvements of the system (Source: Caltrans, California Interregional State
Highways — Major Planning Considerations, Trends, and Implications, January 2010, p. 1),

As indicated in the OCTA's "2011 Orange County Congestion Management Program®
{undated): “Caltrans is responsible for monitoring freeway performarce and adcressirg any
deficiencies cn State operaled facilties. Cattrans' respensibilities include, but are not limited to:
{(A) Evaluating current conditions and identifying defisiencies. (B) Developing plans and
slrategies to address deficiencies. (C) Evaluating devalopment projects of local and ragional
significance to determine whether they will impact the State transporation system and. if so,

working with lead ies to develep p gation measures” (emphasis added) (p. 5).
San Dicge Freeway Improvement Project July 2012
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With regards to describing its own rele under CEQA and NEPA, the Department states that its
roie is 1o only "provide comments on purpese and need, range of alternatives, and DraftFinal
CIREIS" (emphasis added) (Table 5-2, p. 5-5). Under both CEQA and NEPA, the role of the
“laad agency” extends substantially beyond “providing comments” to a “project sponsor’ and
“applicant” possessing, for the purpose of the proposed action, no discretionary authority.

Raferencing the DEIR/S: “The environmental review, consultaticn, and any other action required
in accordance with applicable federal laws for this project has been or is being carriad out by the
Department under its assumption of responsibility pursuant 1o 23 United States Code (U.S.C)
327" (p. 1-1). Pursuant to Section 327(2){2) therein, ‘[sjubject to the ather isi of this
section, with the written agreement of the Sacretary and a Slme. which may bea in the form of a
memorandum of understanding, the Secretary may assign, and the State may assume, the
responsibilities of the y with respect 1o ang or more highway projects within the State
under the Naticnal Environmental Palicy Act of 1868" As specified under Section 327(e), A
State that assumes responsibilily under subsection {a}(2) shall be splely responsible and sclely
liable for carrying out, in lizu of the Secretary, the responsibilities assumed under subsection
(a)(2}, uniil the | is terminated” h added) In accordance therewith, the
Department cannct delegate to the OCTA its oblugatlons under NEPA. Although the OCTA may
be providing all or a pm'mn of the funding for the urupuwd action, it is unclear how or why
Caltrans is o g its planning and envil i responsibilities over the 1-405
Freeway lo a nmslsle agency (particularly an agency with a potential vesled interest in a pre-
determined cutcome).

Al a communily meeting conducted by the City on June 26, 2012 at the Seal Beach Community
Center (3333 5t. Cloud, Seal Beach), which was graciously aftended by Niall Barrett, OCTA's
Project Manager and William Kempton, OCTA's Chief Executive Officer (CEOQ), Mr. Bamett
informed the aucience (which included representatives of the Seal Beach City Council and City
slaff) that: (1) the close of the comment period on the DEIR/S has been extended urtil July 17,
2012; anc {2) the OCTA Board of Directors would be selecting a “prefered” allernative on
August 13, 2012, Mr. Kempton stated that the “OCTA is the decision-making body” for the
propesed project.

As the project’s “decision-making body,” the City is concemed that the Department's failure to
identify the OCTA as either the “lead agency” or as "vo-lead agency” is merely 2 veiled attempt
to circumvent or otherwise bypass the OCTA's cbligations under CEQA inciudirg, bul nct
limited to, the DCTA's ideration of writlen ived on the DEIR/S {14 CCR
15092] and the CluTAs adoptlon of requisite findings (14 CCR 15091 and 15092} and

t of lerations (14 CCR 15083) As stipulated under the State CEQA
Guidelines: “(b) If Ihe pm]ect is to be camied out by a nongevemmental parson or entl Iy the
lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatesl responsibility for supervising or
approving the project as a whole™ and “{c) Where more than one pubiic agency egually meet the
criteria in subsection (b), the agency which wili act first on the project in question shall be the
lead agency” (14 CCR 15051[blc]). Because the OCTA has indicated a desire to pursue both
a "design-build” contract and to convey control of the cperation of a substantial pertien of the
proposed project to @ private concessionaice, it is likely that the design, construction, and
cperation of the project, or a substantial portion thereof, wil be performed by a non-
governmental entity under the supervision of the OCTA (not Caltrans).

Although & non-governmental “project sponsor” andfor “applicant,” lacking any discretionary
authority over a proposed action, may not have cbligations under CEQA, if that same sponsar
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andfor applicant is also a “responsible agency” (14 CCR 15381), it “complies with CEQA by
considering the EIR or negative declaration prepared by the lead agency” {14 CCR 15086[a]}.
Based on the anficipated nature and extent of comments likely to be received by the Lead
Agency on the DEIRIS, it is improbatble that all comments received by the Lead Agency within
the comment pariod and addressing the adequacy of tha DEIR/S can be digested and formal
responses formulated by the Lead Agency and those responses indepandantly considered by
OCTA's Beard of Directors by August 13, 2012,

As specified under Section 21006 of CEQA, “[tihe legislature finds and declares that this
dvision is an integral part of any public agency’s decisionmaking process.” Since the OCTA's
Board of Direclors will not have sufficient opperlunity to review the totality of commants received
in response 12 the dissemination of the DEIR/S, the Lead Agency's detailed written responses
thereto, and any subsequent comments (hat may be submitted by cemmenting public agencies
following their authorized review of the Lead Agency's draft reply (Secticn 21092 5(z), CEQA),
the Board of Directors wili not be fully informed and will not possess the information required
under applicable statutes and regulations. As a result, any actions taken by OCTA's Board of
Directors prior to the Lead Agency's cedification of the EIR and the Board of Directors
consideration thereof would appear lo be in violation of CEQA.

1.3.2  Project Development Team

In the preparation of these comments, the terms “Lead Agency” and “Caltrans” or “Departmant
have been used interchangeably and with clear and intended distinction fram “OCTA™: h

based on a presenfation by Niall Barrett. OCTA's Project Manager at the Seal I:IeaCh
Community Center on June 26, 2012, any dislinction is now blurred, When asked about the
identity of the preject's decision-making body, Mr. Barrett repeatedly stated that future
decision's regarding the project (inciuding the choice among allernatives) will be made by a
“Project Dev=1uprncnt Team” of both tatives of Callrans (purported o be the
CEQAMNEPA “Lead Agency™) and OCTA udenlrﬁed in the DEIR/S as the ‘preject sponser’).

Only minimal refarence to the “Project Devalopment Team™ (POT) is presented in the DEIR/S
(2.9, "The polential effectiveness of each alternative to achieve the project purpose and
address the project need was based on extensive daliberation by the Project Development
Team [PDT]" p. 2-1; "To the extent that it is applicable ar feasible for the project and through
ceordination with the project development team, the will also be included in
the project to reduce the GHG emissicns and potential climate change impacis from lhe
proposed project,” p. 4-58). Specifizally, no reference to the PDT (gither as an entily or a non-
entity) is presented in Table S-4 (Probable Permit Requirements and Approvals) (p. S-41 thnu
43) or Table 2-2 (Prebable Permit Requirements and Approvais) (p. 2-50 thru 53). With regards
o those fwo tables (purporling to list ali requisite discretionary actions), no agency is identified
as the decision-making body for the certification of the CEQA documenl and sdoption of the
MEPA document.

The DEIR/S notes that [ajﬂer t}'e publlc circulation peried for the Draft EIR/EIS, all comments
will be considered, and select a preferred altemativ
and make the final dc‘cn‘mr:mun of Ihc gm joct's effect on the en..dmnmg 1" (emphasis added)
(p. 2-27). CEQA states that the “{d]ecisicn-making body’ means any persan or group of people
within a pubic agency permitted by law to approve or disapprove the project at issue” (14 CCR
15356). The PDT does not appear o be comprised of elected representatives, constitute a
public entity, or be accountable to any particular constituency.

San Diego Freeway improvament Profect Jduiy 2012
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In Kileist v. City of Glendale (1978), the court stated that “Section 15050 of the State Guidelines Absent from the DEIR/S is any evidence thal Caltrans is anything cther than a “rubbarstamp”
requires each public agency subject to the CEQA to adopt ils own procedures for the and that the process is not being unduly manipulated by the OCTA. As evidenced by anything
identification of projects which have a possible effect upon the environment, for the conduct of other than tact involvement in the CEQA and NEPA process, avallable evidence suggests that
initial studies, for consultation with other public agencies and obtaining comments frem them the State's transportation planning agency has failed not only in its leadership but also inits fack
and from members of the public, for ion and resp to t, assignment of of vision and forward planning and in its obligation to defend and uphold its CEQAMNEPA
rasponsibilly for specific funciions to specific units of the public agency, and for preparation of requirements,
EIR's. Section 15050 requues further that the agency's procedures contain ‘(plrovisions for the
review and i ol ital documents by the person or dﬂclsm":-maklng b—edy’ Under CEQA, "[tlhe lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received
who will approve or disapprove a project,’ and ‘{p)rovisi for filing d quired or from perscns who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response” (14 CCR
authorized by CEQA and (the state) guidelines” [Citation]. 15088[alh. In its handout at the Juna 26, 2012 community mestng, OCTA indicated that "e-mad
commeants” should be sent to "405 dedocomments.parsons@parsons.com,” In contravention of
Absent from the DEIR/S is any e'\.lderue that the PDT has been formally established by CEQA, because Parsons is operating under contract to the OCTA and nat Caltrans, the "project 7
lative action, o i of rep fives of 2" public agency, delegated any formal and sponsor” (rather than the Lead Agency) appears to be tasked with the assemblage of comments
official powers or autherty, and/or “adopted] ite cwn procedures” (pursuant to Kleist v. City of on the DEIR/S and the preparation of written thersto.
Glendale). Similarly, there exists no refarence to any eslabllshud arganization procedures, such
as meehr\g obli public disclosure req s, oppartunities for public As stipulated under Saction 15003 of the State CEQA Guidelines: (1) “The EIR serves not only
il of flicts of interest, voling procedures, and to whe PDT aclions 1o protect the environmenrt but also to demonstrate to the public that it is being protected™; (2)
would be appealahle (see Seclion 21151[c]. CEQA and Sectror 15080[b). State CEQA *The EIR is lo demorstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed
Guidelines). . and considered the scological implications of its actions”; and (3) “The EIR process will enable
the public to determine the emvironmental and economic values of their elected and appoinied
As indicated in the DEIR/S® “Agency consultation and public participation for this project has officials thus allowing for appropriate action come election day should a majonty of the voters
been accomplished through a varety of formal and informal methods, including Project disagree”’ (emphasis added),
Development Team (PDT) meetings” (p. 5-1). Where each of the PDT meetings publicly
noticed, in what manrer did that noticing take place, and to whom were any direct mailings of 5 1.4  Stipulating the City of Seal Beach's Role

that notice disseminatad? Are transcripts of those meetings available?
- . . y ) 1.4.1 California Environmental Quality Act
The compasition of the PDT is net even disclosed in the DEIR/S. Vwhen OCTA's representative

was asked for the names and contact information for the individuals comprising the PDT so that The DEIRIS states that a “freeway agresment’ will be required from the City (Table 2-2, p. 2-
the affected public might previde input in order fo assist in the decision-making process, the 53). In addition, implementation of the proposed action appeass to necessitate the need for
representative was evasive and the public was directed to file a “Public Records Act” request if additional real property within the City {differentiating between “Existing RV and *Proposed
they sought the names of the PDT. Since the composition of the PDT. therefore, remains a R, Appendix K, Shaets U-24 and 2-25), the relocation of the existing soundwall aleng
mystery, the City asks for full disclosure. Almond Avenue (e.g., “Numerous soundwalls within the corridor would be replaced fo

. . ~ N accommodate the widenad paving,” p. 3.1.7-31), and the relocation of the existing overhead
In Kleist v. City of Glendale, the court feund that ‘the Glendale City Councl was required itself to utility lines in proximity to that soundwall, In addifion, as a result of the loss of existing
review and consider the EIR and could not delegate that function to some m!_mr agency of city pavement widih, because Almond Avenue weuld no longer confarm to the "Gty of Seal Beat]
government.” It is likely that the court’s ruling would equally apply to the assignment of similar Municipal Code” {Seal Beach Municipal Gode) street widih and design standards, the City may ___ 8
respensitilities to the POT. be required to amend the "City of Seal Beach General Plan® {Seal Beach General Plan} in

response thereto.
1.3.3  California Department of Transportation P
The Lead Agency recoanizes the need for losal governments to amend their exls:mp pol:cy

As indicated by Niall Barrett, OCTA's Preject Manager at the Seal Beach Community Center on to the proposed action. in response the following ‘measure” is
June 26, 2012, the OCTA Beard of Directors would be selecting a “preferred” afternative on ldenldled in the DEIR/S: “If a buid ive I8 i for impl ion, OCTA shall
August 13, 2012, Although not using the word “rubberstamp” and only paraphrasing Mr. request the County of Orange and the cilies along the project comider to amend their respective
Barrett's comments, the OCTA's representative stated thal "since we're the project sponsor and General Plans to reflect the selected build alternative and the modification of land use
will be pa_,nng for it, Caltrans won't make a decision other than the one selected by the project 6 designations for properties thal would be acquired for the project that are not curently
sponsor.” Willam Kempton, OCTA's CEQ (who was also in attendance at that meeling) make designated for transportation uses® (Measure LU-1, p. 3.1.1-33).
no attempt to clarify or refute his staff's public positi While ack jing thal one agency's
representative cannol commit the actions of ancther govermmental entlty, the stalement clearly In addition ta its role as an affected stakeholder, wiile rot formally acknowledged as such in the
suggests that Caltrans’ has or will likely fail to fulfill its independent obligaticns under CEQA and DEIR/S, based on the City's location, jurisdictional authority, obligaticns as a municipality, the
EFA. Lead Agency's identificaticn of the need or potential need for one or more discretionary actions
July 2012 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project San Diego Freeway Improvement Praject Juwy 2052
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from the City for the praject’s effectuation, and the City's independent determination that one or
more discretionary aclions would either be reguired or desirous, Seal Beach possesses
“respensinle agency” {14 CCR 15381) status under CEQA.

1.4.2 National Environmental Policy Act

In holding thal a municipalities interests fall within the scope of NEPA's protections, a federal
court noted that “[the policies underlying NEPA are extremely broad [Citation] and the
envirenmental interests it seaks to protect are shared by all citizens, In a sense, therefore, the
intended beneficianies of NEPA are individual citizens; but the statute expressly contemplates
that state and local governments are to play an imperant rol2 in the effectuation of national
environmental peiicy [Citation]. Thus, while a municipality's interest in agency compliance with
NEPA in one sense derives from the interesis of its citizens in aveiding the consequences of
environmental damage, under California law it is the municipality which s entrusted wilh
protection of certain of these envircnmental interests, by viue of statutory duties to develep
and enforce a gereral plan, to maintain or contract for a municipal water supply, and so on”
(City of Davis v. William T. Caleman, Jr., Secretary of Transporation [1475]).

As stipulated under 23 U.S.C. 139(d}. "(1} The lcad agensy shall be responsible for inviting and
designating participating agencies in accordance with this subsection, (2) Invitatien. - The lead
agency shal identify, as early as practicable in the environmental review process for a project,
anhy other Federal and non-Federal agencies thal may have an mtere%t in fhe prOIect and shall
invite such agencies ¢ become participating ies in the nmental raview p for
the project. The invitation shall set a deadline for to be sut d. The diine may
be extanded by the lead agency for good cause” As defined under NEPA, ihe term
“participating agency” means “[a] Federal, State, local, er federally-recognized Indian tribal
governmental urit that may have an interest in the propesed project and has accepted an
invitation to be a participaling agenc ,’ or, in the case of a Federal agency, has not declined the
invitation in accordance with 23 U.8.C. 138(d)(3)* (23 C.F.R. 771.107[j]).

The City may be requirad to amend theSeal Beach General Flan is response to the project's
potential impacts and, because the |-405 and 1-605 Freeways traverse the City's corporate
boundaries, possesses special expertise and information relevant to the project and its potential
environmental effects.  Since numerous publicly- and privately-owned properies located within
City will be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action, the City serves as an
outspoken advocate for the interests and cencerns of those parties,

Pursuant to Section 6002(d) of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 139), the City requests designation as
a non-Federal “participating agency." As specified in the FHWA's and Federal Transit
Administration’s  (FTA] "SAFETEA-LU Environmental Review Process Final Guidance”
{November 15, 2008} (SAFETEA-LU Guidelinzs): “The roles and responsibilities of participati
agencies include, but are not limited to: [1] Participating in the NEPA process starting at the
earliest poss:bls time, espacially with regard to the development of the purpese and need
t, range of ives, methodologies, and the level of detal for the analysis of
alternatwee [2] 1dentifying, as early as practicable, any |Esues af concern regarding the proggd 5
potenllai environmental or socicecanomic impacts.  Farti ies alsc may parti
in the issue resolution process descnbed later in this gl,lcanm [3} Providing mPanlrlgluI and
timely input on unresolved issues. [4] Participating in the scoping process. The scoping process
should be designed so that agencies whose interest in ihe project comes to light as a resull of
initial scoping activities are invited to participate anc still have an opportunity for involvement’

July 2012 San Diege Freeway Improvement Project
Fags 14 Cily of Seal Beach
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(Question 22) (see also 23 U.S.C. 139[h])l. As further specfied under the SAFETEA-LU
Guidelines. “If initially an agency was unintentionally left out and now wants teo participate, the
agency should be extended an invitalion to become a participating agency as soon as the
oversight is realizad. The lead agencies should request input and consider whether and how the
new agency's patticipation in the precess affects previous cecisions It may be necessary lo
reconsider previous dacisions [ it is probable that the input of the new participating agency
would substantially change the decision” {Quastion 26).

The DEIR/S states that Seal Beach is a "participating agency” (Table 5-2, p. 5-8). Il not already
assigned, the City formally requests “participating agency” status under NEPA. The commenis
presented harein are, therefore, those of “participating agency” (pctentially inviled late to the
scoping process). As evidenced by the nature of these comments, the City belives that the
Lead Agency should reconsider a number of ils previous decisicns, including those assccizied
with the range of alternatives examined in the DEIR/S and the presence of addilicnal jeasibe
mitigation measures formulated in response to project-related and cumulative impacts withi
Seal Beach, its residents, and businass community.

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

As noted in tha “‘California Transportation Plan 2025 (Caltrans, April 2006) it is the State's goal
1o “[rleflect community values™ and the Stale’s strategy to “[ilncorporate community values and
support context sensitive solutions for all transportation facilities and infrastructure” (pp. 54 and
57). Seal Beach interprets those policy declarations as a wilingness, on the part of Caltrans, lo
design and development traneportation faciliies that protect local communities and
neighborhoods from the intrusive effects of improvement te and expansion of the State's
transpartation system.

Within the study area, the 1-405 and [-805 Freeways traverse Seal Beach. Since lands,
facilities, and a broad range of public and private uses abul these freeways, the City, its
residents, and business co ity have the p fial to be sul ially impacted by any plans
promulgated by Caltrans and the OCTA aﬂectmg tha ROW, the use, the operation, the desi
and the capacity of those freeways. Similarly, the arterial roadway system within Seal Beach, in
combination with the Cily's local slreet system, can be substantially affected by changes
those State highways. As such, any proposed actiens affecting roadways under Caltrans’
jurisdiction cannot be viewed in isolation of their interrelated impacls upon those arterial and
local streets under the jurisdiction of other agencies.

In Concemed Cilizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd District Agricultural Associalion (1988}, the court
emphasized the critical role of linking gcvemment decision making with public participation in
the CEQA process. “CEQA compels an ir procass of it of environmental

p and project moddi which must be genuine. It must be open to the
public, prsr‘rlsed upon a full and meam‘lglu! dlSClDGulF of the scope, purposes and effect of a
consistently described project, with ibility to to unf insights that emerge from
the process [Citation]. In short, a project must be open for public discussion and subject to
agency modification during the (‘EOA process [Citation]. This process helps demonstrate to the
public that the agency has in fact analyzed and censidered the envirenmental implications of its
action.”

San Diege Freeway Improvement Preject July 2012
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21 Specific Environmental Concerns

hs Figure 2-1 (Sensitive Receptor Locations) in the AGQR (p. 39) and Figure 3.2.6-3
in the DEIR/S [p 3.2 6-13), numerous “sensitive receplors” are located in Seal Beach directly
adjacent to or in close proximity lo the [-405 Freeway, including the Seal Beach Tennis Centar,
Blue Bell Park, Almend Park, and the College Park East (Almend Avenue), Leisure World
(Beverly Manor Road), and College Park West (Harvard Lane, Park Drive, ard Collage Park)
and residential neighborhoods. In addition to any comments that other individuals and entities
alec! lo submit, the City seeks Io represent the interests of those areas (as well as its own
. infr , and j ts) as they may relate to the proposed action.

These comments are predicated, in part, on the policies of the City, as reflected in the Seal
Beach General Plan. As indicated in the City's recenlly adepted Housing Element (April &,
2012), il is Seal Beach's goal to “[mjaintain and enhance the quality of existing residential
neighborhoods” {p. V-1). It is the policy of the City to *[plrovide compatibility of residential uses
with surrounding uses through the separation of incompatible uses, construction of adequate
buffers, and other land use contrels™ (Policy 1e, p. V-2). Implementing Program 1b (Land Use
Compatibility) states: "A goal of the City iz to create and maintain desirable living areas for
residents by physically separaling or otherwise protecting residential neighborhoods from
incompatible uses. Tnis program will be implemented through the review of proposed
amendments lo lhe General Plan and zoning reguiations, and through the review of
discretionary permit applications” {p. V-3).

Based on its review of the DEIR/S, the City has identified a number of environmantal issues
{e.g., incompatible use issues) which, in the City's judgment, have neither been adeguately

nor effectivel tigated by the Lead Agency. Those issues are brisfly outlined
below and more 'horowghuy described throughout these comments, In addition, there exists a
substantially broader array of emvironmental concemns (e.g., air quality) which are separalely
addressed in later sections of thesc comments.

2.1.1 Almond Avenue

Within Seal Beach, Almond Avenue is listed as a “major collector” (FC Code 5) on Caltrans’
California Road System (CRS) maps (Functional Classification System Maps, Map 1355,
August 8, 201 1) for Orange-Los Angeles, California,

| tation of the prop action will result in both the need for additional real propedy
within the City (as can be ascertained by differentiating betwean “Existing RAW" and “Proposed
RAN," Appendix K, Uity U-24 and 2-25), necessitale the relocation of the exsting soundwall
aleng Almond Avenue frem inset from the edge to either the edge or beyond the edge of the
existing ROW, and predicate the need to relocate the existing overhead utility lines focated in
proximity to that scundwall. It is anticipated that those actions will result in the reduction in the
pavement width of Almond Avenue, preducing a substandard pavement width inconsistent with
the City's adopted design and development policies.

On June 26, 2012, representatives of the OCTA and the City met along Almend Avenue for the
purpose of clarifying and delineating the proposed soundwall relocation. At indicated ‘in the
field® and illustrated on a series of exhibils disseminated by the OCTA at the June 26, 2012
meeting at the Seal Beach Cnmmurllly Center, based on the wall sacticn and alternative under

[~ jeration, tha existing soundwall will be moved northward either seven, eight, or ten feet
July 2042 San Diege Freeway Improvement Project
Page 18 City of Seal Beach
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That action would rasult in a diminishment of the existing p width (reducing p ‘
width to appreximately 30.5 feet east of and 32.0 feel west of Almend Park assuming a 4-foat
szparation between the base of the new soundwall and the soulhern edge of curb) and
necessitating the sliminaticn of on-sireel parking on at least one side of Almond Avenue

The potential impacts of these actions upon the City and its residents (including Coliege Park
Wesl) have not be examined in the DEIR/E or in any of the technical studies associated
therewith, including, but not limited %o (1) “Traffic Study - San Diego Freeway (I-405]
Improvement Project SR-73 to 14805, Orange and Los Angeles Counties” (Caltrans, May 2011}
(Traffic Study). (2) “Community Impact Assessment — San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement
Preject SR-73 to 1-605, Orange and Los Angeles Counties” (Caltrans, August 2011) (CIA), (3)
"Ramp Closure Study” (Caltrans, June 2011) (RCS}, (4) “Draft Relocation impact Memorandum
- San Diegs Freeway (1-405) Imprevement Project SR-73 to 805, Orange and Los Angeles
Counties” {Caltrans, February 2011) (RIM); (5) “Draft Transportation Management Plan for
Interstate 405 Improvement Project’ (Callrans, August 2011) (TMP); or (8} “Visual Impact
Assessment — San Diego Fraeway (1-405) Improvement Project SR-73 to 14605, Orange and
Los Angeles Counties” (Caltrans and Parsons, May 2011) (VIA).

Ag indicated in the “Final E ital Impact and Erwvironmental Impact Report -
State Route 22/West Orange County Connector, SCH No. 98084001" (OCTA/Caltrans/USDOT,
March 2003) (WCC FEIRSS), prepared for the West County Connector Project (WCC), various
actions were taken by Caltrans for the purpese of aveiding or minimizing ervirenmental impacts.
Those actions induded, but were not limited to: (A) "The right-of-way impact at the City of Seal
Beach's reservoir was avoided by tightening the curvature of the Seal Beach Boulavard off-
ramp while shifting the exit nose further to the south™, and (B} "The full acquisition of six homes
along Almond Avenue in the City of Seal Beach as well as the relocation of overhead power
lines and reconstruction of existing soundwalls were avoided by: (1) shifting the 1-405 freeway
centerline toward the sauth; (2) lightening the curvature, and (3] shifting the southbound |-408 1o
eastbound SR-22 connector gore area (divergence point) further to the east. This was achieved
without changing the impacis to the United States Naval Weapons Station (USNWS) utility
easement or facility on the south side of 1-4057 (p. 2-28).

With regards to the WCC, in Seal Beach, Caltrans acknowledged and took great efiorts to aveid
project-related impacts along Almond Avenue, including avoidance of take of real property and
retention of both the existing soundwall and existing overhead ies. The Cily is appreciativa
of those impact avoidance efforts and would hope that similar efforts could be taken with
regards to the propesed action.

The Lead Agency, nonetheless, misrepresents the existing soundvall located in proximity to
Almond Avenue, suggesting that it was recently rebuilt and now includes deccrative features
{e.q., “The porticn of SR-22 East within this unit was racently rebuiit as part of another project,
and additional aesthelic elemenis were added to the soundwalls, along with the inclusion of vine
prantings along the walls, p. 3.1.7-18). A segment of the exisling soundwall, adjacent to Almand
Avenue, is illustrated in “Typical View 57" in Figure 3.1.7-8 (Open Space-Residential L andscape
Unrit, Typical Views) in the DEIR/S {p. 3.1.7-21). Itis noted that no discussicn or analysis of the
proposed chanaas to “Typical View 57" is, however, presenled in the DEIR/S.

Now, in what appaars to be either a case of shori-t memory or application of a
(double) environmental standard, as a rasult of the proposed action, Callrans now fails to
acknowledge the criticality of those same impacts and proposes to: (1) take public lands within

San Diego Freeway Improvement Project Judy 2012
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the City along Almond Avenue; (2} encroach onto the existing Almond Avenue ROW, (3}

remove and relocate the existing soundwall to the north; and (4) relocate the existing overhead

utifilies te an unspecified location (potentialy to the north side of Almond Street and adjacent to 15
existing single-family homes in the College Park Easl neighborhood), potentialy creating
unspecified but significant fiscal and environmental cost lo the City and to the affected property

owners.

Almond Avenue is identified as a "Principal” street in the Seal Beach General Plan (Figure 15-
City of Seal Beach General Flan Circulation Element) and funclions as a “residential collector
sireel” serving the College Park East neighborhood. Within the College Park East area, Almona
Avenue ie also designaled as a Class IIl bicycle route, such that motorists and bicyciists share
the existing roadway. With the proposed relocalion of the scundwall, bicyclists and motorists
will nead to share a narrower roadway, placing both parties al greater risk

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 10.40.10 (Streetscape Standards and Design) in Chapter
10.40 { in Title 10 [Subdivisions) of the Seal Beach Municipal Code: “Fach strast's
design shall be based on its anticipated role within the city and within each neighbarhood”
(Secticn 10.40.10[A)[1]). As specilied in Table 10.40.010.A (Streel Design Standards),
“residential collector streets” shall have a tolal ROW width of 80 feet, a curb-to-curb width of
between 36 and 40 feet, include two travel lanes each with o width of 10 feet, a parking lane
with & width of 8 feet, and include a 12-focl wide pedestrian ROW.

Based on an independent traffic enginesring analysis pedormed by W.G. Zimmerman
Engineering, Inc (WGZE), operating under contract to the City, a City-generated alternative
tane configuration in the vicinity of Almond Avenus was presented to OCTA by representatives
of the City on May 15 and June 12, 2012, Af neither meeling did Seal Beach receve a
commitment of OCTA's support of the alternative design options presented therain

NEPA requires that the federal agencies “[rligorously explore and objectively evaluate ali
reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly

discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated” (40 C.F.R. 1502.14[a]). Aithough the

range of altemnatives that the agency must censider is nal infinite, it does have an obligation

include all reascnable altematives o the proposed action.  As an alternative to the above-
illustrated design alternative, the City would request that the Lead Agency also consider a
narrower lane-width configuration in the vicinity of Almend Avenue so as not to require either the 16
refocation of the existing soundwall or furlher encroachment into the College Park East
naighborhood,

In order to maintain sufficient trave! lane width along Almond Avenue, the loss of existing ROW
would predicate (he need to efiminate on-sireet parking and, with the wall face overfopping or
extending beyond the existing curb edge. would create an undesirable streetscape and a
hazardous road condition, resulting in a violation of Section 10.400100) of the City's
Subdwvision Ordinance (e, street edge design shal not compromise public safety or
emergency vehicle access). The elimination of an-street parking is contrary to and in violation
of Section 10.40.010(4)3) of the City's Subdivision Ordinance. In addition, the resulling
roachway would not conform to the typical street section presented in Section 10.40.010{A)(5)
and Figure 10.40.010.4, (Typical Street Design) therein. Any reduction in street width andfor the
presence of an intrusive soundwall would safety to bolh bicyclists and
pedestrians traveling along Almond Avenue,

17
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Because Almond Avenue fi as an imp it “resi ial collector street” and provides
the sole vehicuiar access road to a large number of exisling single-family homes, the creation
substandard trave! lanes is not a viable public safety and emergency access option for the City.

Because Almond Avenue serves many short residential cul-de-sacs, the availability of on-street 18
parking is criical to area resicents, such that, in the City's estimation, the neighborhood cann

properly function without on-gtreet parking being available for the area’s residents and for use

by service and emergency vehicles

Because Almond Avenue is not addressed in the DEIR/S, the statement that “[u]p to 450

parking spaces out of the curent inventory of 2243 spaces associated with 17 potentially

affected properties would be lost to accommedate freeway widening and associated roadway 19
improvements” (p, 2-31) ignores the project's anlicipated consequences along Almond Avenue

and fails to accurately characterize the proposed action’s potential impacts.

The Department's analysis of potential parking impacts is incensistent throughout the DEIR/S,
As indicated in the CIA, with regards to all three build alternatives, the Lead Agency states that
“[ulp 1o 720 parkire spaces out of the current inventory of 2243 spaces from 17 potentially
affected properies would be lost to accommadate freeway widening and associated roadway
improvements. In addition, approximately 13 on-street parking spaces would be lost” (emphagis
added) (CIA, Table S-1, p. S-5).

Although the Lead Agency states that sicewalks will be provided “on both sides of anenals

within the propesed project limits {except on was! side of Harbor Boulavard, west side of Euclid

Sireet, south side of Edinger Avenue, west side of Bolsa Chica Road, and the eastside of Seal 20
Beach Bouievard)” (DEIR/S, Table 2-1, p. 2-35), it doas not apoear the Dapartment’s intent is to

provide a funetional pedestrian sidewalk along the south side of Almend Avenue.

As spacified In Section 10.40.010(F){1) of the City's Subdivision Ordinance. “Pedestrian
convenience and safety shall be considered in the design of sidewalks in the public right-of-way.
Avoid encreaching light standards, above ground utilty boxes, anc other impediments where
pedestrians are expected to pass”™ The relocation of everhead utifities to the north side of the
roadway would impede pedestrian travel along the only remaining sidewalk along Almond
Avenue, present a potential hazard to children and other non-motorists, introduce other potential
safely hazards resuling from the proximity of lhosa lines to existing homes, create an
undesirable aesthetic impac, to affected residents, and could negatively impact properly
valuation. Nene of these impacts have, howaver, been addressed or mitigated in the DEIR/S.

Based on the conflicts and inconsistencies identified herein, the City beliaves that substantial
evidence refutes the Lead Agency's assumption that “[ijhe build alternatives' proposed
improvements, averall, du not confiict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations,
and project effests would be less than significant” (p. 4-11) and “[ilhe proposed project would
nat substantially increase hazards due to design features” (p. 4-18). Similariy, the City does not
concur that the three build “alternatives would have a beneficial effect on the surrounding
communities and their adopted plans” (p. 3.1.1-32).

The Lead Agency recognizes that “[rlesidents can be expected to have a high corcem and a

high degree of sensitivity to changes in the visual environment with regard 1o the project and its

effect on views from their homes and neighbernoods”™ {p. 3.1.7-23}, however, no analysis of the 21
proposed retocation of the existing soundwall on the College Park East neighborhood and traffic
operations along Almond Avenue has been provided,
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2.1.2 College Park East

As indicated in the Seal Beach General Plan: “A 16-inch Leng Beach Gas line follows the
sautherly right-of-way of the 1-£05 Freeway threugh its entire length in the City. Southem
California Gas Company maintains a 34-inch gas line genarally along Lampson Avenue, Seal
Beach Boulevard, and the [-405 Freeway right-cf-way” (Safety Element, pp. $-22 and $-23)

As indicated in the DEIR/S and as illusirated in Figure 3.1.5-1 (Proposed Relocation for Gas
Lines Near NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach), the Deparimant appears to be propasing (i.e., Oplions 2
and 3) the relocstion of “twa major gas lines, {including] & 14-inch high-pressure (HFP)
ransmission and 16-inch HP distribution gas Fne, and a Verizon telecommunications facility
located on the south side of [-405 within the Caltrans ROW™ [p. 3.1.5-15) through the College
Park East neighborhood. The DEIRSS notes that “[ijn 2010, the U.S. Navy granted a 20-ft ublity
corndor to Caltrans as a permanent highway easement to accommodate the SR-22 WCC
Project Phase Il with a condilion that these facilties be relocated outside Calirans
ROW/easement by thiz 1-405 project” {lbid.). As a result, the Department has identified “three
relocation options,” including two that raverse the College Park East neighborhood in Seal
Beash. As described in the DEIR/S:

. “Option 2. Relocats the gas lines from approximately 1,500 ft cast of Seal Beach
Bowlevard to Bolsa Chica Road across 1-405 to the north side, along Almond Avenus
and Lampson Avenue. These gas ines would cross 1408 at two locations, on the Bolsa
Chica Road overcrossing structure and through jacking and bering undermeath 1-405
east of Seal Beach Boulevard”

. “Option 3. Relocate the gas lines from Seal Beach Boulevard to Bolsa Chica Road
across 1-405 to the north side, aleng Almond Avenue and Lampson Avenue. These gas
lines would cross 1405 at two locations by being carried inside the Seal Beach
Boulevard and Bolsa Chica Road overcressing struclures” {emphasis added) (p. 3.1.5-
120

In what appears a contradiction, the DEIR/S also states that “[a] utility easement on the northam
edge of the base for two underground gas pipelines has been discussed with the Navy, The gas
pipelines are currently in Caltrans ROW and are omposed for neloc:al on omo Navy property
under each of the bulld altermatives. The Navy has i to grant
the easement for this utility relocation” (p. 2-4). From the :r"ormal:on pmmsd by the Lead
Agency, itis not possible to ascertain: (1) whether these “two underground gas pipefines” (p. 2-
4) sre the same as the “two major gas lines” {p. 3.1.5-15) (2} whether the Department, the
cperaters of those pipelines, or any other party is contemplating the relocation of those lnes fo
the north side of the 1-405 Fresway (e.o., through College Park East); (3) whether the DEIR/S, 22
once cerified, is intended Lo serve as the environmental basis under CEQA and NEPA for that
relocation. It is, however, immediately evident that insufficient analysis of those relocaton plans
is presently provide¢ and that any plans to relocate polentially explosive andfor highiy
flammable transmission/distribution gas andior petroleum pipeling directly adjacent to existing
single-family homes would be fally

The City cannot perceive any cenditions where such actions would be acceptable ner dees the

City believe that a mitigation strategy could be formulated to reduce the potential environmental 23
{e.g., health and safety) and socioeconemic impacts of relocating those lines through Cellege

Park East to a less-than-significant level. Is the Lead Agency asserting that the exemption

specified urder Section 21080.23 of CEQA is applicable to this pipeline relocation?
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2.1.3 College Park West

Basad on a review of the DEIR/S, it is the City's understanding that no further physical intrusion
into the College Park West neighborhood is now proposed. Howewer, particularly in light of the
presence of chi'dren near Edison Park, the Lead Agency should clearly indicate: (1) to what
extent construction traffic assosiated with the proposed action may need or chocsa 10 access
the Caltrans ROV via Collage Park Dnve; {2) whether any construction staging activities are 24
planned or proposed within that pertion of the City situated to the east of the San Gabriel River,
north of the SR-22 Freeway, and west of the 1-05/-805 interchange; (3) whether and how
resident and non-resident safely may be impacted beth during construction and ongg
operational and, if impacted, what actions will be taken to reduce or eliminate thase hazards.
Does Caltrans ulilize any public or private access roules into or proximal to the College Park
West naighborheod cther than College Park Drive?

2.1.4 Leisure World

Based on a review of the DEIR/S, it is the City's understanding that no further physical intrusion
into the Leisure World neighborhood is now preposed.  However, particularly in light of the
P of elderly residents, the Lead Agency should clearly indicate: (1) to what extent
construction traffic associated with the proposed action may need or choose to access the
Calirans ROW via Bevery Manor Road, (2) whether any construction staging activities are
planned or proposed within that portion of the City situated to the east of the San Gabriel River,
south of the SR-22 Freeway, and west of Seal Beach Boulevard; (3} whether and how resident
and non-resident safety may be impacted both during construction and cnce operational and, if
:rrpaclcd what actions will ba taken to reduce or efiminate those hazarcs. Does Caltrans utilize
any public or private access routes inte or proximal to the Leisure World naighborhcod other
than Bevarly Manor Road?

2.1.5 Seal Beach General Plan

Pursuant to Saction 15125(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “(fe EIR shall discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed pro]ect and appli cable ga1era| plans and regional plans”

Absent from the DEIR/S is an objecti ysis of the proposed action's censistercy with the 26
Seal Beach General Plan. What the Lead Agency has sought to de is "cherry pick”™ among the

policies prasented therein in arder 1o avoid a reasoned analysis of the project’s consistendy

and/or incons stency with the City's adopted public policy documents.

One of the four policies that the Departmenl has highlighted states: “Provide a
circulationfiransporiation system thal enhances and minimizes response tme needed for
emergency vehicles” (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.1-16). As more thoroughly described herein, the "long-
term closure of arterial overcrossings lasting up to 12 menths™ (DEIR/S, Table 2-1, p. 2-35), the
absence of any evidence of direct consullation with emergency service providers, and the
absenca of any response-time analysis raised unanswered questions regarding project-related
impacts on emergency response. Clearly absent from .he DEIR/S is any evidence that the
progosed action “enhances and minimizes response time,” particulardy during the extended
construction period,

As indicated in the Seal Beach General Plan, it is the policy of the City that “Seal Beach should
carefully consider the development of freaways, andior rapid transit systems and endorse such
proposals anly when it is considered to be in the community's best interest. Efforts should be
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made to improve Wraffic circulation in the coastal section of the City and along major arterial

sireets,

regards to the “College Park East’ neighborhood (served by Almond Avenue), i

ut not exclusively private auto vehicular traffic” (Land Use Element, p. LU-38). With

is the City's

pelicy to “[pirctect the existing pepufation and character of clder areas subject o rehabiltation
and redevelopment” (p, LU-43). The proposed action serves to further neither land-use policy.

As further indicated in the Circulation Element, it is the objective of the City to “[e]nsure that the
circulation system is in balanca with the City's Land Usze Element” and “[pjrovide adequate
capacity for the Cily’s circulation needs while minimizing negative impacis, including
environmental impacts needing mitigation” (Circutation Element, pp. C-48 and 48). In
fur al those chjestives, Cilty's policies include, but are not Emiled to: (1) "Review

impile ! prog

that i the transportaticn needs and requirements of the City

with those of ol he public agencies in order to ensure that the overall cireulation plan of the City

is effective, efficient, and safe”;

{2) "Mainiain circulation system standards for roagways and

intersection classifications, rigl'll'-ct-ww width, pavement width, design speed, capacily,
maximum grades, and associaled features such as medians and bicycle lanes”; and (3}
‘Enhance street design standards to promote atfractive circulation comidors” (pp. C-48 thru: 50).

Y

In addition, it is Seal Beach's objective to

1 managemeant stralegiss that

can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average irip length, and reduce the number of

vahicle tips” {p. C-52}). Supporling policies

inchide, but are nat limited to: (1) “Encourage the

use of multiple-occupancy vehicle programs for shopping and other uses to reduce traffic’; (2)
“Suppart national, state, and regional legislation directed at encouraging the use of carpools and
vanpools”, and (3) “Reguire that proposals for major new nan-residential developments that
include submissicn of a TDM plan to the City” (p. C-53). The proposed action fails to fulfill and
substantively hinders the City's altainment of those policies.

While also acknowledging that it is the City's policy to “[s]uppert the addition of capasity and
noise mitigation improvements such as high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) lanes, general purpose
lanes, auxiliary lanes, and noise bamiers to the 1-405 Freeway” (p. C-52} and to “jelncourage the
development, implementation, and use of new advanced technologies to optimize safe traffic
flow and manage {raffic congestion” {p. C-63), on balance and with regards to direct and indirect
impacts upon Seal Beach, the short-term and long-term censequences of the propesed action
appear to outweigh the project's possible short-range benefits.

Inits own afforts to support the rejection of the No Build Alternative in favor of one of the build
*[wjith the congestion along the 1-405 Corridor and

alternatives, the Lead Agency states that,
roadway network continues, residents and

that

are d it on the freeway and

roadway network may find aliernate options to reside and do business: thus affecting the local

economy on a ol basis™

added) (ClA. Table S-1, p. 5-5). It would appear

that, unless one of ihe build altematives is approved, residents of Orange County will move and
businesses will relocate to other unspecified areas as a direct consequence of existing and
future “congestion along the 1-405 Corridor s_md_roadway ne‘wur& Absent any sunstantlat

evidence, the Lead Agency’s broad ger

1 averly

o P I and t

decisions relative ta localion selection and erronecusly equates the construction of new lane-

agencies that can be implemenled to reduce congesiion, improve accessibility and mebiiity, and

27

miles with habitafion and business relention. Are there not other sirategies available fo publ} 28

promete residential and business retention or is Caltrans’ asserting that it alone holds the key?

Alleging that the proverbial “sky is falling” (e.g., "residents and busk that ara ¢
cn the freeway and roadway network may find alternate options to reside and do businzss,”

Juily 2012
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ClA, p. 5-6 "Emergency response times may increase under the No Build Alternative due to a
projecled increase in future traffic volumes and a coTesponding increase in traffic congesticn,” 29
p. 3.1.5-11) is both cisingenuous and contrary to the informed and balanced requirements of

CEQA.

Because the Lead Agency itself acknowledges that the proposed action is nol & panacea for
eliminating congeslion {g.g., “it is not economically feasible to provide an improvement that
would plete [sic] add traffic d i and provide an ovarall peak hour mainline LOS
better than EF, Traffic Study, p. 2.8-1; "none of the build altematives completely satisfy
predicied future mainiine freeway demand,” p. 2.8-3), peak-hour and incident-related congestion
will continue to exist along both the referenced freeway segment and proximal arterials under
both build and no-build scenarios,

As noted in University of California, Berkeley's “Determining the Effectiveness of HOV Lanes”
{May, Adoif D, Leiman, Lannon, and Biliheimer, John, Cakfomia Fath Research Repert UCE-
ITS-PRR-2007-17, November 2007}, with regards {o the HOT lane on the SR-21 Freeway, lhe
authors nole that "in his study on the SR-81 HOT lanes in Orange Ceunly, Ed Sullivan [Sullivan,
Edward, Continuation Study to Evaluale the Impacis of the SR 81 Value-Priced Express Lanes,
December 2000] noted a it ly significant in peak period accidents on the two
mile stretch of Riverside SR-81 just east of the HOT lanes immadialely afler the opening of the
HOT lanes in December 1935, He attributed the increase to 'the increased congestion on the
highway secticn after the (SR-91 HOT lanes) cpened.” The sleady increase in accident rates on
both segments of Riverside SR-81 undoubtedly reflects increasing congestion levels near the
Orange County line. In its Annual HOV Report for 2000, Caltrars District Eight personnel noted
that: ‘The completion of the toll road facility (within the SR-81 Right of Way) in Orange County
has not eliminated congestion within District 8. Continued monllonng has reflected no decrease
in the toound g nor the iv bety the [-15/SR-81
Separation and the Orange/Riverside County line, Thera S!ﬂ[ exists a bottieneck in traffic for the
wastbound traffic at the County fine” (pp. 3-24 and 47). Because the SR-71 Freeway's HOT
lane is routinely cited throughout the DEIR/S, any adverse impacts asscciated with that faciity
could be duplicated in Orange and Los Angeles Counties should Alternative 3 be selecled.

Since adding new lane-mikes is, at best, enly a shart-term selution, “find{ing] alternative options”

for personal mobility should be perceived as a benefit. Similar, because the Lead Agency's
unintended reference to the "the local economy on a cumulative basis® relaled to both individual

housahold decisions concermning where to live and where o work and the regional southen

California economy as a whole, both short-term and long-term environmental benefits are to be

painad by governmental efforis to promete reductions in both total VMT and dependency on 30
S0V trips.  As indicated in the DEIR/S, each of the three build altematives substantivel

increases VMT over the no-build scenario and, at least with regards to Alternative 3, the

proposed action incentivize SOV travel and discourages the use of public transportation,

Quoting the “Statements of the Hororable Ray LaHood, Secretary of Transportation before the
Committed cn Environment and Public Works, U.S. Senate — Hearing on Clean Energy Jobs
and American Power Act of 2009° (October 27, 2009), Secretary LaHood stated, in part:

Currently, American adults travel a total of 25 million miles a day in trine of a half-mile
or less and nearly B0 percent of these are motor vehicie trips. DOT, HUD [United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development], and EPA [United States
Environmental Protection Agency] are working fogether fo support the building of
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more livable neighbarhoods with ‘complete’ streets that increase safety and mobiity
for all users by giving Americans — whether they live in urban, suburban or rural
communities - the choice of walking, biking, or riding transit instead of driving motor
vehicles. If the presence of these alternatives promotes less driving, then that will
reduce road congestion, reduce pollutants and greennouse gases, and use land more
efficiently. . .DOT has worked 1o ensure that [vability and sustainability objectives are
given significant weight in the new discretionary spending of the Department.”

To the extend that the Department's goal is to “reduce congestion” and not merely build more
freeway lans-miles, then the true goal of this and other transportation investment must be cn
promating liveable and sustainable development and encouraging less driving (particularty as it
relates to SOVs). As outllined balow, the propased aclion will have the opposite affect (e.g., add
to congestion and hinder the development of liveable and sustainable development).

Under NEPA_ a federal court (Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission v. U.S.
Postal Service [1973]) reaffirmed the requirement that agencies take a “hard look™ at the
environmental impacts of a project and not merely rest on “bald conclusicns.” Similarly, under
CFOA, in Santiago Gounty Water District v. County of Orange {1881), the court stated that "[tihe
EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of a public agency. An
agency's opinion concerning matters within its expertise is of cbvious value, bul the public and
decision-makers, for whom the EIR is prepared, should also have before them the basis for that
opinion so as to enable them to maks an independent, reasoned judgment.” As noted in
Endangsred Habitals League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005), the court ruled to “defer 1o an
agency's factual findings of consistency unless no reascnable person ceuld have reached the
same conclusion on the evidence before iL*  Wiih regards to interpreting the Seal Beact
General Plan, the Cily's apinion (and not the Depariment's opinion) should be given substantial
credence.

The Lead Agency states thal “[ulsage of the term ‘significance’ in this document is made
pursuant to CEQA only, and the evalsation of environmental faclors pursuant to CEQA
significance thresholds is confined to Chapler 4 CEQA Evaluation, and Appendix A CEQA
Checklist” (DEIR/S, p. 3.1.1-1).  As indicated in Appendix A of the DEIR/S a project may
produce a significant environmental effect is it were to “[clonflict with any applicable land use
plan, pelicy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project {inciuding, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpese of aveiding or mitigaing an environmental effect” (DEIR/S, Appendix A,
Question X[b], p. 7}. With regards to the proposed action, the Lead Agency erroneously marks
*lase than significant impact” (Ibid.),

“mlternative 1 iz consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of ali surrounding

31

At least with regards to the Seal Beach General Plan, the DEIR/S errors in stating th& 32

communities' General Plans™ and that "t Is expected to have a beneficial effect on

surrounding communities and their respective General Plans because it improves mobility and
reduces congestlon p. 3.1.1- 21] Tlhe City concludes that the oroposed action (inclusive of all
build ives) ut it with the Seal Beach General Pian. Should a
build alternative he se1eded the Clly will need to prepare and process an amendment to the
Seal Beach General Plan in order to bring that local policy doecument into substantial corformity.

Table 3.1.1-1 (Censislency Analysis with Adopted Local and Regional Plans for Build
Alternatives) in the DEIRSS is quite telling with regards o the manner in which both "OCTA and
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Caltrans” pursue improvement plans.  In response o the City's pelicy to “[mjonitor and
participale in applicatle county, regional, state, and federal transportation plans and proposals,”

the Lead Agency's respense is that “OCTA and Calllans have ceveloped an extensive outreach
effort to ensure that all iall i and their residents are informed of the
planning and implementation process and nvcral! project schedule” {emphasis added] (p. 3.1.1-
27). At least with regards to Seal Beach's concerns, absent is any evidence of the receptivity of
those agencies to public comments and willngness to effectively response (through the

for tion of new ives, design , and mitigation measures) to those concerns,

2.2  Additional Information Requested

From the information presented in the DEIR/S, it is not possible for Seal Beach to fully
understand the precise nature of the patential physical changes that may occur within the City's
corporate boundanes as a fesull of the wr!pllempn'ﬁunn of the three build allernatives. In o'der
to assist the City in asc the Dap ‘s current pment plang, clari is
requasted with regards to the following prc]ed—related componants.

2.241 isting and Repl ts

Based on the City's examination of Sheets “Utility-24" (J-24) and “Utility-25" (U-25) in Appendix
K of the DEIR/S, i1 appears that it is the Department's intent to remove and relocate the existing
soundwall located in the vicinity of Almond Avenue in Seal Beach. Based on those drawings
and the additienal infermation presented therain, it further appears the Lead Agency’s intent to
remove and relocate one or mere existing faciliies located within or directly adjecent to
Calirans’ ROW. To the extent that the City's inferpretation of that material 1s correct, the
following additional information is requested so that the full extend of the possible impacts of
those actions can be independently determined.
\

How would the existing soundwali located in proximity to Almond Avenue be impacted undsr
wach of the three build alternatives? Would that soundwall be removed and relocated and, if so,
relative to the existing wall's physical location, in what direction and how far would a new
soundwall be constructed? If a new soundwall is contemplated, (g) what is the height of the
existing wall, (b} what is the planned height of the new wal, (c} from where is wall height
measured, and (d) will the new wall contain any deccrative design features or landscape
enhancements? Recognizing that the curk edge is not coterminous with the edge of Caltrans’
ROW, under each of the build altematives, relative to the existing curb edge along Almend
Avenue, to what extent would the replacement soundwall encroach onto that existing roadway
and would the pavement widih along Almond Avenue be reduced? How far would the new
eoundwall be setback from the existing edge of curb? How weuld existing drainage facilities be
impacted? How would existing utilites be impacted? _J

The DEIR/S states that “[w]here feasible, pedestrian facilities have been included in the project‘\
{p. 3.1.6-103). Along Almond Avenue, are any ‘pedestrian facilities” proposed belween the
replacement soundwall and the existing and/or new edge of pavement (along the south side of
Almond Avenue) and, if so, (a) whal would be the width of that pedestrian area and (b) would |1
be paved or Llnpavod {pervious or impervious)? Is any wall-adj or wallf
landscaping and irigation proposed? I irrigated, would potable or reclaimed water be utlluzedo
Weuld the City or Caitrans be responsible for landscape planting, irrigation, and maintenance on

>33

>34

the north side of the soundwall? _
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As illustrated in Sheets U-24 and U-25, which illustrates the area along Almond Avenug, the
Department includes the following notation: “Relocate CN-2015" (Conflist Number 4015).
“Utility-45" identifies CN-4015 as an existing Southem California Edison (SCE) 12-kilavelt (kV)
overhead electrical line fi.e., "12 kW OH’) consisting of 2800 linear feet, As specified therein, at
an estimated cosil of "$1,200,000," it is the Deparimerl's proposal o “relocate outside of
conflicting area.” In accordance fherewith, the ‘physical relocation responsibilty” is
“eanstruction by utility owner"; the “party responsible for relacation costs” is "100% OCTAS

What does “relacate outside of conflicing area” precisely mean? Would enly SCE's existing 12-
KV overhead distribution line be impacted or would other above-ground andfor belew-ground
utilities also (1) be petentially impacted and (2} reguire relocation or other madification® 1 is the
City's policy thal new and relocated uiility lines be placed underground. If utility relocation is
required, (1) to where would those utilities be relocated, (2) would overhead ulilities be placed
undarground, and (3) is the Cily correct in assuming that OCTA would bear "100%” of the cosls
for that relocation and undergrounding?

In erder to inform residents and street users, for sach build altemative, the Gity requests that the
Departiment provide: (1) existing and proposed scundwall delails; and (2) pre-preject and post-
praject section drawings showing Caltrans’ ROW (including freewway pavement, shoulder area,
and landscaping), the existing and proposed configuration of Almond Avenue (inclucing
sidewalks, curb edgas, pavement width and on-street parking), grade ssparation (including
barm height) wxizting and proposed freeway lanes and Almond Avenue, and soundwall
height (designating the lacation from where height is measured).

2.2.2 Gas/Pet Pipeline F

The DEIR/S notes that *[a] 14-inch high-pressure gas transmission Iine owned by the City of
Long Beach and a t6-inch medium-pressure pipeline owned by SCG are located between the
NAVWPNSTA [Naval Weapons Station] Seal Besch perimeter security accass road and
Caltrans 1-405 ROW in Seal Beach” {p. 2.1.5-2). “Several of the utilities in the utility confiict
matrix in Appendix K, Seclion K2, have been identified as 'high risk under the Policy on High
and Low Risk Underground Facilities within the Highway Rights-of-Way (Callrans Right-of-Way
Manual, January 1887). . The Policy states that facilities transporting the following, whether
encased or not, are d high-risk facilities: [1] Petroleum products; [2] Oxygen; [3]
Chlerine: [4] Toxic or flammable gases, Callrans also considers the following additional types of
utility facilities as high risk: [A] Natural gas in pipelines with a graater than 6-inch pipe diameter
or in pipelines with normal cperating pressures greater than 80 pounds per square inch gauge
(psig)” (emphasis added) (pp. 3.1.5-12 and 13).

Although two of the thres “options” with regards 1o the relocation the existing 14-inch and 16-
inch HP gas/petroleum fines would place those lines in the backyard of a number of exisling
single family hemas within the College Park East neigbhorhood, adsent from the DEIRVS is any
description of: (1) the nature of those lines (other than their diameler), (2) the type, duration,
frequency, and pressurization of materials transported (including source and destinalion); {3}
ch i of those ials (e.g., i ble, corrosive, andfor explosive). (4] right-of-way
requirements; (5) associated land-use restrictions, including prohibitiors  conceming
overtopping; (6) type of construction materisls proposed; (7) depth of excavation and
construction-lerm impacts (e.g., access, material delivery and handling, excavaticn); (8) faderal,
State, and local regulatory requirements relating fo those lines and their placement; (9)
consistency with local pians and policies; (10) risk of upset, {11) proximal land uses; and (12}
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potential health and safety implications to residents and others adjacent or proximal 1o those
new alignments. Additionally, with regards to those faciities andior uliliies in general. no
threshold of significance criteria have been identified, no determination of significance has been
presented, and no aveidance, minimization, or mitigation measures have been formulated by
the Lead Agency {see pp. 3.1.5-18 and 3.2.5-16 thru 18).

The Lead Agency states that the proposed relocation of these gasipetroieum lines resulis
directly from the Departmerl’s approval of the "SR-22 WCC Project Phase Il Where in the
WCC FEIR'S are the polential envirenmental impacts of the proposed relocstion of thase 14-
inch and 18-inch diameter nes addressed? What is the precise language of the agreemeant
between the Department and the United States Nawy (Navy) with regards to the above
referenced easemant and those lines? Did the agreement beiween the Department and the
Navy serve to further a specified miligation measure of impact aveidance strategy presented in
the WCC FEIR/S? If part of the WCC, why is the Lead Agency not pursing the preparation of a
supplement io the WCGC FEIR/S as the appropriate ervironmental documentaticr for the
gas/petroleurn pipeline relocation project?  What planning study or clher analyses was
performed by Caltrans or by others invalving the identification of these “three relocation
options™?  Is the Lead Agency sesking to utilize this DEIRSS, once certified, as the
environmental basis for the gas/petroleum pipeline relocation?

If a ROW " could be d between the Department and tha United States Navy
as part of the WCC, why ceuld a similar agreement not again be negetiated with regards lo the
proposed action, this shifting the alignment southward and away from the College Park East
neighborhood and Almaond Avenue?

The DEIR/S states that "ROW acquisition from Naval Weapons Station (NAVWIPNSTA) Seal
Beach was proposed early in the project development process The Navy indicated that
substantial impacts to the mission of the base would result from encroachment into the base’ {p.
2-4), How would a more southerly alignment “substantially impact” the NAVWPNSTA? In what
documentation did the United Stale Navy “indicate” its concems and can copies of that material
be provided for public review? Are there physical constraints that would prevent the expansion
of Caltrans' ROW onto the NAVWPNSTA?

The DEIR/S further states that “NAVIWPNSTA Seal Beach is a weapons and ammunition
storage, disbursing, and recenditioning base far the Unted States Nawy” {p. 3.2.5-11). Has any
mapping been performed by the United States Navy or by others illustrating explesive, blast
everpressure, or other public safely hazard radil with regards 1o stored munitions or other
materials located or or associated with the NAVWPNSTA and where are those maps
referenced and included in the DEIR/S? Are there are potential risks o NAVWPNSTA activities
or cperations atiributable, either directly or indiractly, from the operation of the 1-405 Freeway?

At the June 26, 2012 community meating in Seal Beach, the OCTA represented referenced a
“blast arch® associated with the NAVIWENSTA. What is a "blast arch” and what predicates its

existence? How often is thal mapping updated and does it accuratzly reflect existing safety
hazards? Are safety risks reduced to a "non-existent” level beyond the specified distance or
does the mapping reflect a different safety rating? ]
The Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 (H.R. 380%) imposes specific requirements on the
natural gas industry designed to ensure the safety anc integrity of its pipelires. The law places
requirements on each pipeline operator lo prepare and implement an “integrity management
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program” {IMP) that ameng other things, requires operators 10 identify “high consequence
areas” (HCA) on their systems. HCAs arc areas within a specified distance from a pipeline
meeting USDOT-defined human occupancy criteria

As defined in 45 CFR 192.903: “High consequence area means an area established by one of
the following metheds described in paragraphs (1) or (2) as follows: (1) An areas defined as ()
A Class 3 location under §192.5; or {iij A Class £ lccation under §182.5; or (ii}) Any area in a
Class 1 or Class 2 location where the potential impact radius is greater than 660 feet (200
meters), and the area within a potential impact circle contains 20 or mere buildings intended for
human eccupancy; or (iv) Any area in a Class 1 or Class 2 lozation where the potential impact
circle containing (1} 20 or mare buildings intended for human occupancy, unless the exception in
paragraph (4) applies, or (i) An identified site. ldentified sile means each of the following areas:
(a) An outside area or open structure that is cccupied by twenly (20} or more persons on al
least 50 days in any twelve (12)-month period. (The days need not be conseculive.) Examples
incluce but arc not limited to, beaches, playgrounds, tional facilities, ping g X
outdoor theaters, stadiums, recreational areas near a body of water, or areas outside a rural
building such as a religious facility; or {b) A buitding that ls cccupled by twenty (20) or more
persons on at least five {5) days a week for ten (10) weeks in any twelve (12)-month pericd.
(The days and weeks need not be consecutive) Examples include, but are not limited lo,
religious fa s, office buildings, community centers, general steres, 4-H facilities, or rollar
skating rinks; or () A faclity occupied by persons who are confined, are of impaired mebiaty, or
would be dificult to evacuate. Examples include but are not limited to hospitals, prisons,
schools, day-care facilities, reti facilities cr assi living facilities. Polential impact circle
is a circle of radius equal to the potential impact radius (PIR). Polential impact radius {PIR)
means the radius of a circle within which the potential failure of a pipeline could have significant
impact on people or property. PIR is determined by the formula r = 0.68" (squara root of p*d2}),
whera ‘' is the radius of a circular area in feet surrounding the point of failure, p’ is the
maximum allowable operaling pressure (MAOP) in the pipeline segment in pounds per square
inch and 'd is the nominat diameter of the pipeling in inches, Note: 0,69 is the facler for natural
gas. This number will vary for other gases depending upon their heat of combustion. An
operalor transparting gas other than natural gas must use secticn 3.2 of ASME/ANS] B31.85-
2001 (Supplement to ASME B31.8; ibr, see §192.7) to calculate the impact radius formula.”

As reported in the Transportation Research Ecard's (TRE) "Iransmission Fipelines and Land
Use: A Risk-Informed App h, , Cr for Pipeline and Public Safety: Scoping Study on
the Feasibilily of Developing Risk-nformed Land Use Guidance near Existing and Future
Tranemission Pipelines, Special Report 281 (2004): "There are many causes and contributars lo
pipeline failures, including construction errors, material defests, internal and external comosion,
operational errors, malfunctions of control systems or relief equipment, and outside force
damage (2.g., by third parties during excavation). Of these, excavation and genstruction-related
damage to pipelines are the leading causes of pipeline failure. Including operator excavation,
third-party excavation, vandalism, and other outside forces. such falures in 2003 were
estimated by USDOT to contribute 22 and 24 percant of hazardeus liquide and natural gas
transmission pipeline incidents, respactively. With i ing wbanization, land pmeant
aclivity near transmission pipelines, and the addition of new facillies to serve growing
populations, the likelihood of construction-related pipeline damage may increase, and more
pecple and property may be expesed 1o pipeline failures™ {p. 19).

United States Geclogical Survey (USGS) reports that buried pipefines are vulnerable to
, (shaki

P t ground d and wave propag i, Ground daf, tion can
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include fault rupture, landslide, and liquefaction and associated lateral spreading and
seltlement. Pipe damage mechanisms include compression/ wrinkling, joint weld
cracking/separation, bending/shear resulting from localized wrinkling, and tension. If a pipeline
does fall, the consequences are dependent on its conterls, diameler, and pressure of ils
contents. The two general categories of contents are "praduct’ {including guid fuels that could
be gasoling, jet fusl, diesel fuel, or ather liquid fuels) and natural gas. The cperating pressure in
natural gas pipelnes can approach 1,000 pounds per square inch (psi) Gas released through
failures in small diameter low-pressure gas mains (distribution mains) will generally dissipate
quickly. Failure of large diameler high-pressure natural gas pipslines can result in an explosion
that can blast a crater in the surrounding soil and damage nearby and overhead structures and
faciliies (such as power lransmission lines). In any case, an ignition source is reguired 1o
initiate the explosion (e.g., vehicle ignition system, cigarette fighter, or spark from a metal or
stone mpact). There is speculation that pipelines running parallel to overnzad ransmission
lines carry an induced current that could cause a spark if the pipeline was ruptured. As such,
there is a high probability that there will be an ignition source in the event of a ruplura of a high-
pressure pipeline. For some liquid fusis, such as diesel, the potential for fire is low but a rupture
would result in ervironmental contamination (Source. USGS, The Shakeout Scenario,
Supplemantal Study = Oil and Gas Pipeiines, Open File Repert 2008-1150, May 2008, pp. 3-4}

With regards to liquid petroleum pipelines, a fire scenario could result from a pipeline spill and a
nearby ignition source (e.g., vehicle fire). The risk of petroleum product fire is substantial
because componants of refined preducts, such as gasoline, evaporate cuickly and can ferm
flammable vapor clouds. In the event that a pipelne accident was to result in a rupture or large
\eak, there is a likelihood that the product could ignite shouid there be a high concentration of
fiammable hydrocarbons released and should an ignition source de present.

The fallure of a high-pressure natural gas pipeling can lead to various cutcomes, some of which
can pose a significant threat to people and propery in the immediate vicinity of the failure
location. For a given pipeline, the type of hazard thal develops and the damage or injury
potertial associated with the hazard will depend on the mode of failure {i.e, leak vs, rupture} the
nature of the gas dischargad {i.e., vertical vs. inclined jet, obstiucted ve. uncbstrucled jet), and
the time ‘o ignition {i &., inmediate vs. delayed). The dominant hazard is thermal radiation from
a sustained jet or trench fire, which may be preceded by a shert-fved fireball.

Although a variety of analysis methodologies may be available, one ofien cited model (C-FER
Model) i i tric thermal radiation « to ine a burn radius and a one
percant fatality radius from a natural gas pipeline break. The C-FER Model calcuiates the
dagree of harm 1o pecple due to thermal radiation by using a mede that relates the potential for
bury injury or fatality to the thermal load received. A 30-sscond exposure time is assumed for
peaple exposed fo the fire in the open. In this interval, it s assumed thal an exposed person will
remain in a fixed pesition for between 1-5 seconds and then run at 5 mph in the direction of
shelter. It is further assumed that an exposed person would find a sheiler located within 200
feet of their initial position. It is offered that the heat flux that will cause bum injury is between
1,000 and 2,000 Btuhif, depending on the burn injury criteria. The threshold level of heat flux
for fatal injury is determined when the chance of mortality is one percent, The heat flux is
calculated 1o be 5,000 Buhft®. On the basis of thermal radiation levels, C-FER calculates the
radius of a hazard area as a function of pipeline size (i ) and operaling p X

The annual freguency of pipeline failure and product release is based on historic data from the
Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) Gas Pipsline Incident Datab and H Liquid Pipeline
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Accident data (available at vaw.phma.dotgev). These failure rates are based on historic data
for significant releases specific to plpelines in California. As Indicated in Table 1 (Normalizes
Pipeline Average Failure and Release Frequencias for California Pipelines [1984-2001 Period]),
for refined product pipelines, the failure probability of pipelines is estimated to be 1.3 x 107
(1.3E-03) or 0.0013 releases per mile par year.

Table 1
Nermalized Pipeline Average Failure and Release Frequencies for Cafifornia Pipelines

(184-2001 Perioc)

Fipehns Product Se?:’:i.l ;;ua (num::rlle:::l:;:x:r?;\;m ‘
} Mstural Gas Transmission Ling 1.2E-04 (0.00012) ‘
Natural Gas Gathering Line ZAEO4 00002 |
Matural Gn: Distributicn Man L-rua 4 BE-CS [0.000045)
| Fazardous Liquids — All Commodity Types | T jon Line 1 8E-03 (0.0018)
I Crude Ol Transmission Line 2 3E-03 {00023} i
Refined Produst Transmissic 13E03 00018 |

Source: Cakfomia Depaniment of Educalion, Guaance STolecol 1or School SHE PIRINe .8k ANGlysis, VohETe | —
User's Manual, February 2007, Table 4.3, p. 4-21

Would the Celege Park East neighborhood constitute a HCA within the meaning of Pipeli@
Safety Improvement Agt of 20027 Where in the DEIRSS is the PIR ilustrated? Howr many
resicential and other habitable buildings exist within the PIR? Was a C-FER analysis
performed for each of the opticns and what were the findings of those analyses?

The Deparment’s lack of disclosure concerning the relocation eof the 14-inch and 15-inch
diameter HP gas/pelroleum pipelines raises the accompanying issue relating to the transport of
hazardous malerials and wastes. Whal types, forms, and quantities of hazardous matarials and
wastes (including petroleum products) are transpored along the 1-405 Freeway and at what
volumas and fi ies? Along C ia's high systemn, have there ever been accidents
that resulted in the release of hazardous materials andior wastes? Have those events aver
resulled in fataliies or injuries to individuals not located within the Department's ROW or

damage to real property? /

Avoidance and minimization measure HAZ-6 notes: “Prior to construction, if still present, two 30-
gallon open trash bins and two 5 galion buckets that were dumped in the 1-405 northbound
shoulder just seuth of the 1605 interchange shall be d and properly disposed of oy the
contractor’ (p. 3.2.5-17). This measure suggests that hazardous materials and wastes may be
periodically (albeit illegally) discarding within the Depariment's ROW, Has the Department ever
experienced or made aware of such illegal disposal practices and whal types of hazardous
wastes and materials (including petroleun products) have been dumped along Califernia’
freeway syslem?

2.2.3 HOWV/HOT Lane Access

The DEIR/S appears to include conradictory language conceming future access to the HOV
lane by carpoolers, vanpoolers, and transit facilities. The DEIRIS states that “[tlhe tolled
Express Lane and tha axisting HOV lanes would be managed joinlly as a tolled Express Facilty
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with two lanes in each direction from SR-73 to 1-805" (p. 2-3). As indicated in the Traffic Study:
“To facilitate access to the Express Lane Facility, the following seven access points are
currently under consideration on: (1) 1-405 south of the SR-73 junction, by an al-grade access;
(2) SR-73 south of the 1-405 junction, by a direct conneclor; (3) 1-405 in the Magnolia
StreetWarner Avanue area, by an at-grade agcess; (4} -405 in the Bolsa Avenue/Gaoldenwest
Street area, by an at-grade access, (5) SR-22 east of the 1-405 junction, by a direst connector;
(5) 1805 north of the 1-405 junction, by a direct connectar; and (7) 1405 north of the 1-605
junction, by an at-grade access™ (p. 1-12). From those passages, because the HOW and toll
lanes are closely linked {2.g., moloriste can change lanes) it can be concluded thal access to
the HOY lane will be similarly restricted.

The Lead Agency states that the "existing condition” includes "Froject EA 004401, which would
provide continuous ingress and egress from the HOV lanes on the entire length of 1-405 in
Crange County” (S-10). As a result, amang other things, tha proposed action appears to negale
the Department's recant approval of “Project EA 0.440K" and contradicts whatever ratienal was
presented for its adoption. Since nelther that rational nar further description of “Project EA
0J440K" is presented in the DEIR/S, the affected public is denied the ability to comment
thereupon, including the apparent inconsistency between the early action and current proposal.

As indicated in the WCC FEIRMS: “The lack of HOV faciliies on SR-22 and HOV direct
connectors at crossing fi e causes a di tinuity for regional HOV traffic. Vehicies using
the HOV lanes on the connecling freeways must exit the HOV facilities and use genesal-
purpose lanes on SR-22, 1405 or [-605. There is lithe incentive or oppertunity for individuzl
drivers to switch from single-occupancy vehicles (SOVs) o carpooling or transit without
dedicated facilities for this purpese. If SOV drivers cannol decrease their commute times
because there are no dedicated lanes for HOVS or buses only, they are more likely to forego
carpoaling o using transit in favor of driving alene” (p. 1-8). Similarly, if MOUs are preverted
from accessing the HOV lanes based on access restrictions, these vehicles will contribute b

traffiz volumes on the GF lanes as they await the next authorized “express lane” opening. With
regards lo both the WCC FEIR/S and this DEIRSS, how is the promotion of a lack of continuous
access to the HOV lans on the 1-405 Freeway consistent with the arguments espoused by the
same Lead Agency and used lo support of the direction connection at freeway crossings
presented in the WCC FEIRIS?

As indicated in the DEIR/S: (1) “Alernative 1 would provide continuous access between the
HOV and GP lanes. On July 31, 2007, the Departmeni approved a Project Study Reporl (PSR)
for a separate praject (EA 0J440K) to provide continuous ingress and egress from the HOV
lanes on the entire length of 1-405 in Orange County, This separale project has not yet been
programmed or funded; however, the proposed continuous access weuld be implemented as
part of Altemative 1 of the proposed preject for the sagmant of 1-405 between Euclid Streat and
I-605" {p. S-4; sce also 2-8); (2) "Altemative 2 would provide continuous access between the
HOV and GP lanes. On July 31, 2007, the Depariment approved a PSR for a separate project
{EA DJ440K) to provide continuous ingress and egress from the HOV lanes on the entire langth
of 1-405 in Orange County. This separate project has not yet been programmed or funded;
howaver, the proposed continucus access would be implemented as part of Alternative 2 of the
proposed project for the segment of 1-405 betwaan Euclid Street and 1-605. Transit vehicles and
HOW2+ waould continue to be eligible to utilze the HOV lanes” (pp. 5-5 and &, see also 2-9); and
{3) “Compared to the existing condilion, as recorded in the Motice of Preparation (NOP) (issued
August 31, 2009) and the Motice of Intent (NO!) (issued September 1, 2009), the future No Build
Alternative includes the future completion of the following two prejects: [1) The SR-22 West
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Gaunty Connastors (WCC) Project (currently in the constructien phase), which has received

i | document appi | and is proceeding through the design and censiruction
phases; and [2] Project EA 0J440K, which would provide continuous ingress and egress from
the HOV lanas on the enflire length of 1-405 in Orange County. This separate project has not yet
been pregrammed or funded” {pp. S-9 and 10; see also p. 2-23).

Although clearly specified with regards to all ather build snd na build alternatives, the application
of “Project EA 0J440K" is lefl intentionally vague with regards to Allemative 3. This is likely
because, under Alternative 3, access to the “express lanes” (including both the HOV and HOT
lanes) would be substantially restricted. The DEIR/S noles that, as propesed, “[a]ll vehicles in
the express lanes, tolled or free, will b2 able to use both lanes of the Express Lane Facllity”
(VIA, p. 18). As such, with the exceplion of the “seven access points,” nen-tell paying HOVs
would be p ted from g the “exp lanes,” requining thase vehicles to travel in the
GP lanes greater distances than they would row travel and, thereby, adding to congestion
(including air pollulants) in the GF lanes.

What was the Depariment’s rational for the approval of "Project EA 0J440K™? Where in thh
DEIR/S is there a discussion of the proposed action's lack of consistency with *Project EA
0J440K"7 How will restrictions on accass to the HOT lane affec, access to the HOV lane? Can
qualifying andior tol-paying matarists travel freely between the HOT and HOV lanes? s the
imposition of restriction on HOV lane access consistent with "Project EA 0J440K™

How does lack of access fo the HOV lane serve to encourage carpocl formation for short-length
andfor long-length travel distances? Was lack of conlfinuous access to the "express lanes” by
both MOVs and HOWs explicitty considered in accessing travel time and, if so, what
assumptions were utilized regarding restricied access (2.9., how many miles did motorists need
to travel before accessing the “axpress lanes”}? Where assessments of travel time based solely
on vehicles passing the northem and southern ends of the designated "corider” or were trips
criginating and ending from ramps internal to that “corridor” also considered? Once fully
implemented, from point of ingress onte the freeway, what is the longest distance a vehicle has
ta travel 1o access the HOW lane under "Project EA 0J440k™7 Under the propased aclion, from

>4l

point on ingress onte the freeway, what is the longest distance a vehicle has to ravel before
accessing the ‘express lanes’?

2.3 City-Nominated Mitigation Measures

As spacifiad under Section 21081 6(c) of CEQA, priar to the close of the comment period on a
draft EIR, *a responsible agency, or a public agency having jurisdiction over natural resources
affected by the project, shall either submit to the lead agency complele and detaled
perfarmance objectives for mitigation measures which would address the signficant effects on
the envirenment identifisd by the responsible agency or agency having jurisdiction over natural
resources affected by the project, or refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available
guidelines er reference documente.” Although the full scape of project-related and cumulatve
impacls (e.g., air quality and human health risks) cannot be enlirely known bassd on the
inadequazies of lhe DEIR'S, without excluding the subsequent intreduction of other City-
identified actions, the following project modfications have been identified and, if implemented,
would address some of Ssal Beach's concems:

(1)  Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 1. Along the northbound segment of the 1-405
Freaway, between Bolsa Chica Road/Valley View Street and Seal Beach Boulevard,
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madify the proposed freeway cenfiguration to refiect the allemative design plans
prepared by W.G. Zimmerman Engincering, inc. as illustratec in Altachment A
(Altemative Design C© i harein, or such altenative design as may
accommodate the approved freeway imp without lting i the further
encroachment of the existing or replacement soundwalls (51116, $1132, and 51162)
into the Coliege Park East neightorhood.

(2)  Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 2. The existing soundwalls (S1116, 81132, and
51152) situated in proximity to Almond Avenue in the Cily of Seal Beach (befwean Saal
Beach Boulevard on the west and Bolsa Chica RoadValley View Streel on the east)
shall not ba relocated northward so to further encroach into or foward the College Park
East neighborhood. Proposed freeway improvements shall be confined to the area
south of the existing soundwalls, thus (a) sllowing for the retention of the existing
landscaping lozated between the soundwall and Almend Avenue, (b) preserving the
existng strest p width and ilability of on-streel parking, {c} aveiding thz take,
loss, or forfeture of any public andfor private property inlerests within that area, and (d}
avoiding the need to relocate any existing overhead or underground utilities.

(3)  Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 3. To the extent that further noize mitigation
benefitting the Coliege Park East neighberhood car be d trated, a new of
-pl it dwall shall be provided in proximily but not necessarily colerminous
with the edge of Calirang' right-of-way, encroaching into the nelghborhood no further
than the existing soundwsl's ouler edge. The new or replacement soundwall shall: (a)
be of a height and configuralion that measurably improves (i.e., 5-dBA or greater noise
reguclion) noise mitigation over existing conditions, {&] fully conforms fo or exceeds
existing =eismic safely standards, (¢} contains dacorative elements andfor outward
(northern) facing landscaping and associated irrigation improvements for the aesthetic
benefit of the adjoining residental arsa, (d) be designed and constructed so as to reduce
potential visual impacts resulting from graffiti and other vancialism, and (e) the proposed
said wall shall be constructed to a minimum of the same existing elevation of the exising
soundwall.

(4)  Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 4 Caltrans hall construct a new 14-foot or taller
soundwall ($1162) in the vicinity of the Seal Beach Tennis Center. Soundwall $1162
shall align with the existing soundwall to the east and extend approximately 700 feel to
{he west, from east of Aster Street lo the parking area located on the wesl side of the
Seal Beach Tennis Center. In accordance with Caltrans’ own analysis, the soundwall
shall be of a height and configuration sufficient to produce a minimal 5§ decibel (dBA)
noise reduction at the tennis center's administrative facilities.

{5) Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 5. Contract or other documentation shall stipulate
that construction activities do not impede traffic aleng Almond Avenue or result in the
temporary of parmanent ‘oss of parking opportunities along that roadway.

(5)  Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 6. The existing 14-inch high-pressure (HP}
transmission, the existing 16-nch HP distribution gas line, and the existing Verizon
ted ications facility pr y located on the seuth side of 1-405 Fresway within

Caltrang” cument right-of-way and pl for shall not be relocaled to the
north side of the 1-405 Freeway andior placed in proximity to the College Park East
neighborhood. Any plans for the relocation of those facilities to an alternative localion

San Diego Freoway Improvement Project July 2012
Cily of Sesl Beach Page 33

42

43

44

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

R1-GL-89

March 2015



APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

GL14 Continued

Draft Envirenmental impact Report / Statement
SCH Mo, 2009091001

with the City of Seal Beach shall be subject te approval and condioning by the Seal
Beach City Council

(7 Seal Beach Mitigation Measure No. 7. Excep! through written authorization from the
City of Szal Beach Director of Public Works and subject to reasonable City-impased
conditions, no construction-related traffic shall be authorized along College Park Drive,
Beverly Manor Road, and Almeond Avenue and no construstion staging activiies,
including, but not limited 1o, equipment and worker parking, maintenance operations,
and material storage or stockpiling, shall be performed within the College Park West
Leisure World, and College Park East neighborhcods.

The inclusion of these City-nominated mitigation measures herein should neither be construed
s a declaration of Seal Beach's suppori of the proposed action neor concurrence that adoption
of these measures would reduce significant environmental effects to a less-than-significant
level: rather, with regards to cerfain fopical issues, these measures are proposad for the scle
purpose of further minimizing the potential i tal impacts that are anticipated to result
from the project’s implementation.

3.0 FALLACIES REGARDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Any structure build on a shaky foundation will not support its eventual weight, With respect to
the proposed action, there exist substantive erronaous foundational assumptions in the DEIR/S
that serve to negate both the resulting envirenmental analysis and the Lead Agency's finzings.
The following inherent problems are not merely those expressed by a minority opinion but
constitute the conclusions of the majority of the scientific community. Since these fallacies drive
at the heart of the Lead Agency's analysis (and the foundations upon which the DEIR/S'
assumptions and conclusions rest), there representation as fact rather than merely conjecture
presents a singular focus intended solely to support the conclusion that building more freeway
laniz-miles is the obvious and only rationale course of acticn.

CEQA stipulates that “the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably
feasiple. Disagreement amang experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main paints of disagreement among the experts” (14 CCR 15151). Absent from
the DEIR/S is any consideration of divergent viewpaints (supported by substantial evidence)
allowing the project to be examined from a perspective not resulling in the selection between
three inherently similar lane-mile expansion plans for th 1-405 freeway.

3.1 Freeway Traffic Growth Projections

There exists something inherenily decaptive in the extrapolation of traffic forecasts, Justas a
pipeling has a finite capacity to transport fluids, regulated by diameter and pressure, these same
laws of physics are assumed not to apply to the 1405 Freeway. Unlike a pipeline, within its
confines, the number of vehicles attempting 1o flow past two fixed points (traffie demand) is not
unitorm bul varies based on the time of day and the day of week. in either condut, however
there exists a finite conveyance volume that cannct be increased without a corresponding
increass in design capacity. In realtty, actual traffic velumes cannot exceed available capacil
As a resull, projections that lraffic volumes will increase by nearly 50 percent only serve as
“scare taclics” presently for the sole purpose of pramoting a predetermined agenda.
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If the freeway is considered a “closed system,” trafiic volumas cannot grow without added
capacity. If the netwark of frecway, arlerials, secondary, and local straels constilutes an “open
system” {e.g., iraffic diverting to the path of least resistance), traffic growth otherwise assignable
to the freeway might be diverted onto other arerial highways. Congestion on arterials may then
push automobiles enly sacondary streets and ultimately onto local streets, At each link of that
chain, parlicularly when presented with choices and options, driving habits can be altered.
Emplay can petition for more flexible hours. Wage eamers may seek aliemative
employment opportunities closer 1o hame. New carpools and vanpools will be formed,  More
commuters will seek alternative forms of transportation. Most certainly, fewer SOVs will be on
the road during peak periods.

As reported in the Traffic Study and presented in Table 4 (Freeway Average Daily Traffic (ADT}
Volumes — Existing and Future) herain, within the Seal Beach area, traffic volumes along the -
405 Freeway are projecled to increase from 370,260 average vehicles per day (ADT) in 2008 to
453,580 ADT in 2020 to SO08,780 ADT in 2040, Traffic growth between 2009 and 2020 is
reported 1o be “based on interpolation of Year 2008 and Year 2040 traffic forecasts weighted for
expected land use growth” (Traffic Swdy, p. 2.2-1). Traffic feracasts for Year 2040 conditions
are “based on the OCTAM 2035 traffic forecasts increased by 1% to Year 20407 {Ibid).

Independent whether freeway imprevemenls are inslituted, the Lead Agency is representing
that thess traffic volumes will exist on tha freeway under boih the Mo Build Alternative and any
of the three build scenarios. As indicated in the DEIR/S, the build alternatives “would r
accommadate additional traffic beyond what is currently projected with or without the project” (p.
3.1.2-8). If the proposed improvements are not imp d, will traffic volumes in tha Seal
Beach area on the 1-405 Freeway still approach 508,760 ADT?

In what appears to be an intermal contradiction, the Lead Agency's assertion that, although
“expected land usa growth” (Traffic Study, p. 2.1-1} late intz a sut ial i in ADT,
"the project area is highly urbanized and built out, containing few vacant or underdeveloped
parcels’ {p. 3.1.2-8) and “the amount of vacant land or land ready for development within the
study area is extremely limited [e.g., 213 acres within Costa Mesa, 472 acres within Hunting

Beach), representing 2 to & percent” (3.1.2-8) The Depariment appears to be arguing that no
induced-growth is expected (i.e., “the preject is not growth inteing " p. 3.1 2-8) because there
remains na additional areas for grow while at the same time basing its arguments for the need
far new lane-miles on a nearly 50 percent increase in traffic volumes between 2008 and 2040

To the extent that the Lead Agency seeks to argue that the annual growth of *1% to Year 20407
is the result of development which is occurring outside the b d: of the designated
“comidor,” than a more regional assessment of traffic and cumulative impacts (beyond that now
presented) is called for.

As indicated in the DEIR/S: “Data contained in the SCAG RTP Growth Forecast, adopted March
2008, pravides information on curent and forecasted (through year 2035) pepulation and
employment tolals and growth trends” {emphasis added) (p. 3.1.2-3). The Department notes
that “[tlhe 2008 RTP presents the iransportalion vision for the SCAG region through the year
2035 and provides a long-term i f rk far ing the region's o ion
and related challenges™ (emphasis added) (p. 2.1.1-19). Absent from the DEIR/S is any
reference the Southern California Association of Government's (SCAG) "2012-203% Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy” (2012 RTP/SCS), as adopted on April
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4, 2012, As such, the totality of the Lead Agency’s analysis is based on out-cated “current ari%_ 48

forecasted population and employment totals and growlh trends.”

As noted in SCAG's "Economic Recession and Papulation Projects in a Reglonal Cortext”
(January 7, 2010y “Ecanemic recession of Orange County will bottom out in 2010 or 2011. Tre
jab growth In 2010 and 2020 will be much lower than what is currently projectad. The economy
will rebound but not to the same evels as 3 years ago. The 202072035 targets will be pushed
out 1o later years. The numbers forecast for 2020 might happen in 2035 {p. 10). As further
noted in SCAG's “Projecting Regional Population in the Middle of an Economic Recession:
Case of Southern California® (November 7, 2010, v.3):

Population prejections play a key role in determining the future community needs
inzluding housing and fransportation in @ regional planning context. Regional
demographers and plannars efficiently and regulary develop and upcate the future
population growth using diverse data sources including US Census Bureau, State
Statistical Agency, and private vendors. These federal and state agencies do not
frequently update thair demographic assumptions, and sometimes might not maintain
currency and Ll lati projeclions. We recently have
experiencad the unexpected economic recession beginning in December 2007
across the nation, which would affect the regional population grewth, in particular,
migration, in the near future. The assumption of exisling population projections
quickly becomes questionable due to the economic uncertainty in the near future, The
traditional long term perspective, which might not refiect the on-going economic
trends and the frequently updated short term sconomic forecast, might result in the
serious bias of the short tarm and long term population projections (. 3)

papulation d 18 can be idantified when comparing the Lead Agency's 2008-
based population projections, as presented in Table 3.1.2-1 {Population Growth Forecast within
CiliesfCommunities Covering Project Study Area) in the DEIR/S (p. 3.1.2-3), and the SCAG's
“Growih Forecast Appendix, Proposed Final” (April 2012). As indicted therein: *The region
currently faces serious challenges caused by the recent economic recession thal began in
Decamber 2007 The region lost approximately 800,000 jobs from 2007 to 2010. Although the
economic recession officially ended in 2008, the region is slil struggling to bring its economy
back to the pre-recessicn level’ (p. §) and during this period, for every 100 jobs lost in the
United States, 17 were in Califernia, and of those, 8 were lost in the SCAG region” (p. 21).

Presented in Table 2 (Comparalive Population Growth F ). Year 2035 population
prejections for each of the city and county areas identified by lhe Lead Agency are compared
againzt the most recent SCAG projections. As indizated, the Depariment's projected population
increase exceeds current SCAG prajections by up to 126.3 percent. From that, it would have to
be aszumed that projecied traffic velumes would reflect a similar overestimation.

As indicated in SCAG's “Growth Forecast Appendix, Proposed Final,” ‘[tlhe regional growth
forecast is used as a key guide for future transportation investments in the SCAG region”

10). Although the project’s sole objective is to be “tjo be consistent with regional plans’
(DEIRIS, p. 1-5), the Department does not even look ta the regional planning agency’s current
growth forecasts as the basis for iis planning effarts. Since thaey serve as the fundamental basis
upon which the Lead Agency's entre analysis is derived, rely upon outdated 2008 data, are
inconsistent with current SCAG 2012 RTRISCS projections, and fail 1o reflect the region's
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current economic environment, the Lead Agency's lation, housing, I t, and ADT
prejecticns constitute an “area of controversy” (14 CCR 15122[b]).
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Table 2
Comparalive Population Growth Projections (Year 2035)
DERS 2012 RTP/
County of City - ;
Year 2085 Year 2035 Numbes ¥ Crerestimaled
Orange County 3,852,900 3,421,000 232 880 1068
Costa Masa 126958
Feuslain Valey 64,525 6500
Garde: 182,532 180,300
Hurding 225815 ! 205,500
Los Mamitas 13,312 12,000
Unincarporated Orange County 23?.2“_ 189,500
Saal Beach 27871 24,800 3con
B Wastminsiar 102,017 02,500 5607

Focinoes: .

1. California Department of Transportation, Draf Environmental Impact Repea/Environmental Impact Statement -
San Diego Freeway Improvement Project, Orange and Los Angeles Counbes, Califomnia, SCH #2008081001,
May 2012, Table 3.1.2-1, p. 3.1.2-3.

2. Southern Calfamia Association of Governments, Growth Ferecast Appendix, Proposed Fingl, April 2012, pp.
33-34.

Source: Cily of Seal Daach

If it can be assumed that each travel lane has a finite abilty to faciiitate the conveyance of
vehicles (based on a specified vehicle mix and optimal LOS), tnere must exist a “cap” on the
numbsr of vehicles physically abia to utiize the freeway. Since the Lead Agancy purports that
peak-hour traffic already exceeds LOS “E" both in the HOV and GP lanes, then it can be
surmised that Year 2008 conditions closely replicate the existing freeway's camying capacty
without alterations in the time that moterists choose to travel. If presentiy al or nearing capacily,
then the Lead Agency's an ing i d ADT is highly suspact

If land-use intensification is the prime contributor to increased VMT, then he Lead Agency itself
appears to be the major contributor to traffic growth, As indicaled in Table 7 (Induced Travel
Demand in Increased Vehicle Miles Traveled), the Lead Agency acknowledges that the
proposed freeway improvements will increase VMT by 1,013,000 miles/year. In addition, the
DEIR/S states that Alternative 1 will “result in app fy 32,000 di fi d jebs,"
Alternative 2 will result in “approximately 34,000 di i jobs " and ve 3
will result in “approximately 42 000 directfindirectinduced jobs™ (CIA, p. 8-2).

in its single focus to build more lane-miles, the Lead Agency ignores national trends, including
changing travel behavior. For example, unaddressed arc the affects of gascline prices on
travel. As reported in the Congressional Budget Office's (CBO) “Effects of Gasaline Prices on
Driving Behavior and Vehicle Markets™ (Januvary 2008):

The 100 percent increase in real U.S. gescline prices since 2003, which is larger
even than the record increases of the early 1980s, has induced meterists to adjust
their driving habite and the types of vehicles they purchase, Those resp have
important implications fer the future fuel efficiency of the passenger vehicle fleet, for
the way vehicles are driven, and for the use of the nalion’s highway and mass transit
networks should higher gasoline prices persist. . Freaway metorists have adjusted to
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higher prices by making fewer ips and by driving more slowly, CBO analyzed data
collected at a dozen metropelitan highway lecations in California, along with data on
gasoline prices in California, to identify ch in driving . On i in
the study period, for every 50 ceni increase in the price of gasoline, the number of
freeway Irips declined by about 0.7 percent in areas where rail transit is a nearby
substilute for driving; transit ridership on the corresponding rail systems increased by
a commensurate amounl. Median speeds on uncongested freaways declined by
about three-quarters of a mile per hour for every 50 cents the price of gascline has
increased since 2003 (pp. ix and x).

The research suggests that a 10 percent increase in the retail price of gasoline would
reduce consumption by about 0.6 percent in the short run.5 Ower a longer period,
consumers weuld be much mare responsive to an insrease in the price of gasoline
{should the higher price persist) because they would nave more time to make choices
that took longer to put in place, such as buying an automobile that gets betier
gasoline mileage. Estimates of the long-run elasticity of demand for gaseline indicate
that & sustained increase of 10 percent in price eventually would reduce gasoline
consumption by about 4 percent. That effect is as much as seven times larger than
the estimated short-run response, but it would not be fully realized unless prices
remained high lang encugh for the entire stock of passenger vehicles to be replaced
by new vehicles purchased under the effect of higher gasoline prices - or about 15
years. Over that time, consumers alse might adjust to higher gasoline prices by
maving of by changing jobs to reduce their commutes - actions they might take if the
savings in transportation costs were sufficiently compelling, Those long-term effects
weuld be in agdition to consumption savings from shert-run behavioral adjustments
attributable to higher fuel prices (p. xi).

As further reportad by the FHWA's “Innovations for Tomomow's Transportation” (Issue 1, May
2009), in “Impacts of Higher Fuel Costs,” the author (Dan Branc) reported: "We know from traffic
engineering that small changes in traffic volumes on congested highways make a big differance
in travel speeds. An indication of this is given above in the data section in which the average
gas price increase of 28% over the first half of 2008 over 2007 resulting in adaut a 3% reduction
in WMT over 2007 “influenced a 3% reduction in the Travel Time Index for the nation as a whole.
This ene-ta-one correspondence of VMT reduction to travel time reduction is an impertant
finding” {emphasis added) (p. 55).

In contrast, when comparing any of the three build options the Ne Build Alternative, VMT will
substantially increase. Based on the cannactivity between VMT and travel time reductions, 1o
the extent that the Lead Agency's purpose and need decl i i “imp frip
reliability, maximize throughput, and optimize operations” (DEIRSS, p. 8-1), a wide range of
allernatives based on reductions in VMT sheuld have been considered by the Lead Agency. In
what appears conlrary to federa! and State policies relating lo GHG emission reductions, VMT
reduction strategies, howaver, were never considered.

32 A of Sub jard Conditions

P

As specified in the OCTA’s “2011 Orange County Congestion Management Program™ “During
subsequent LOS monitoring, CMP statute requires that CMPHS intersections maintain a LOS
grade cf ‘E" or belter, unlass the baseling is lower than 'E'; in which case, the ICU rating cannot
increase by more than 0.17 (p. 5.
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As specified in the Seal Beach Gereral Plan, it is the adopted goal of the City to “provide a
circulation system that supports existing, approved, and planned land uses throughout the City
while maintaining a desired Level of Service on all streets and at all intersections” {Circulation
Element, p. C-50). As a paticy, the City strives to “maintain a citywide Level of Service nof
exceeding LOS D for roadway segments and intersections during the peak hour” {p. C-50).
Recognizing that the maintenance of LOS "D” during peak-hour conslitutes a lofty geal, as a
target, the City does not accept LOS “E” or 'F” conditions as constituting the foundation for its
planning and transportation engineering efferis.

Is indizated in the MIS, 1 in 2005, the foundational steps upon which that analysis {and
arguably everything that follows) was based included: *(1} ldentifying travel needs and mokility
issues within the study area; {2) E ing goals and chjeciives, [and] (3} Developing a broad
range of possibl ion pts” (p. 10} As that informalion has been
translaed and reinterpreted in the DEIRYS, the fundamental error is the Lead Agency's
acceptance of substandard traffic conditions (LOS “F7) for the cverwhelming majority of freeway
users as a goal toward which Caltrans and the OCTA now strive. Rather than accepting the
status quo and saying “maybe we can do just a little better for some drivers,” a broader
acceptance of the planning process and its resulling environmental documentation would be
developed if the two agencies’ vision was the formulation of altermatives and miligation
stretegies designed o promote the attainment of acceptable transpaortaticn operations (LOS D"
or betier conditions), not only on the |-405 Freeway bul throughout the region based on a
muhiple modal sclution (asking “what do we want to accomplish and how do we get there?’).

The MIS and all the well-intended but misguided efforts that followed are founded on the
acceptancs andfor perpetuation of a deficient and defective transportation system (e.g., LOS 'F"
conditions) as the “goal and objective” upon which the Lead Agency's alternatives (and vigion)
are based. By artificially constraining the analysis to a narrowly defined “carmidor” and limiting
the debate io the number and type of new lane-miles, a mullitude of polential transportation

luti were effectively eliminated from the start or were never considered. At best, rather
than “recovery,” whal is being offerad is only a "band-aid” for a terminally il patient, With nearly
$5 billion daliars at stake, the public looks to iis efected cfficials and governmental entities for
meaningful solutions and sound public investments with a shelf-ife extending beyond the
retirement of those in office or sitting behing bureaucratic desks. With regards to the proposed
project, it appears that the sponsering agencies lack vision, seemingly conlent with the adage
that "something is better than nothing” (e.g., “Allemative 2 is considered a viable project
allernative because it will achieve. . .Relief of congestion compared to future conditions under
the No Build Altemative” and “Altemative 3 is considered a viable project altemative because it
will achisve. . .Reduction of congestion compared to future conditions under the No Build
Alternalive,” VIA, pp. 18 and 22).

It is a fallacy lo assume, at the cutset, that (1)} workable and far-reaching soluticns to the
region’s andior subregion's traffic conditiens cannot be formulated; (2) functional transpartation
conveyance systems cannot be devised and ceveloped; and (3) substandard conditions are the
best that Californians can hope to achieve, The proposed aliematives now being foisted on the
public do not even strive to solve or remedy the region’s transportation impacts. Presentad with
three virtually identical variations of the same alternative, it is nof acceplable to only compare
are failed strategy to another,” ignoring in that comparison the dard of ble versus
unacceptable (with regards to workable transportation system operations] and acoeptlng the
impesition of selfimpesed blinders which only serve to prevent meaningtul public dialogus and
discourse. Anyone whoe remembers drving the freeways during the Los Angeles Olympice
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knows ieasnble solutions can be developed to the area's transportation problems, allowing for

i traffic operations on the fi ys even during peak pericds (absent freeway
widening}. What is required is an overall transportation approach woefully absent from that now
presented. The Los Angeles Olympics experience proved that mitigation of freeway traffic 54

impacts is, in fact, possible with strong agency leadership, a common vision, and broad public
participation.

3.3 Avoi , Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
As a preface to the presentation of any comments on “mitigation measures,” it is important to
nate that, from the DEIR/S, it is not possible determine what is being represented by the Lead
Agency as “mitigation measures,” as that term is defined under CEQA. As indicated in the
DEIR/S" “Table S-1 summarizes project impacts by alternative and identifies avoidance and
minimization measures. Where applicable, thess measures are sometimes also mitigation 55
measures, as discussed in Chapter 4 of this Draft EIR/EIS™ (p. 5-12). For example, Table 5-1
{Prcuecl Impac;t Summary Tab{e] tpp 5-13 thru 5-35) contains a single column labeled
fion and/or Jn 1hal table, \Mth the exception of the
column heading, the only time the term "mitigation " is tioned is with regards to the
following two “measures”™: (1) "CUL-1: “Work shalt be halted in the vicinity of any previously
known or unknown buried cultural materials unearthed during construction until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of the materials. Any further mitigation measures
required will be developed in accordance with the requiremeants of Caltrans Section 106 PA -
Stipulation XV in accordance with 36 CFR B00.13. Any mitigation measures required by the
ist will be imp! wed, including, if necessary, supplemental environmental
documentation” (pp. S-24 and 25); and (2) "CUL-2: If human remains and associated artifacts
are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, then the provisions of Public Law 101-601,
Section 5007 98 and 98 of the PRC, and Section 7050 of the Health and Safety Code, will be
followed. Any further mitigation measures required shall be developed in accordance with the
requirements of 38 CFR 80013, the post review discovery provision of the regulations
implementing Section 108 of the NHP" (p. S-25). Both of those references refer fo the}
56

impermissible deferral of mitigation measure and include no explicit requirements or
performance measures and are, therefore, unenforceable.

In order to identify the Lead Agency's recommended miligation measures, stakeholders are
directed to “Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS” {p. 5-12). In Chapter 4 (Calfornia Environmental
Quality Act Evaluation), only a limited number of * measures are referenced as “mitigation
measures” therein, The DEIR/S states that “miti L to CEQA were
identified for each significant effect of the project, described abeve in Secﬂon 4.2.3" (p. 4-84). In
accordance with the Lead Agency's declarations, recommendad mitigation measures are limited
to the following: (1) “Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-7" (p. 4-21); (2) “Mitigation
Measures T-1 through T-8" (p. 4-22); (3} T-1, UT-2, and COM-1 through COM-11" (p. 4-23); and
{4} "Mitigation Measure PAL-1" (pp. 4-21 and 47).

Since the term “avoidance and minimization measures” is not of CEQA derivation, it is assumed
that it is intended to have application under NEPA. Because “some impacts determined to be
significant under CEQA, may not lead to a determination of significance under NEPA" (pp. §-1
and 4-1), it must be assumed that, with the limited exception of those identified “mitigation
measures,” all other actions constitute “avoidance and minimization measures” under NEPA.
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study are described as "those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic

The Lead Agency describes the following actions as "aveidance and minimization efforts™ (1) \dooint and # (Questi
“Avcidance and minimization measures AQ-1 through AQ-14" (p. 4-8) (2} “minimization &lgadpoint end using comman sense™ {Question 2[2]).

measures BIO-1 through BIO-9° (p. 4-8); (3) ‘minimization o -

“Minimization Measure QCUL-E' ®. -ga} aJnd( ‘::\dinri::\i;:tionl Mean;if{?urgutc-l‘;l} (1p ?:8]4 ﬁt}} | Because the Lead Agency cannot demonstrate that it has the abilty to effectuate any of the
“Minimization Measures GEO-1 through GEG-T" (p. 4-8); (5) "Minimization Measures WQ-1 {hree\Puld aHlemativee arined Iniffie DEWRIS:(e.0, Tull idiog bes aot besn kdeniified for

through WQ-6" (. 4-10); {6) "Minimization Measure»si -1 T LU-2" (p. 4-11); (7) “minimization any of the propesed build alternatives and remains an unresolved issue,” p. 5-39) and because
measures NOI-2 and NIOI-G' {p. 4-12}; (8} "Minimization Measures CdM-13 and LU-3 through the Depertrnant haa aought to tlize cos! conaiderations ea one of the key factors In eliminating 59
LU-6" {p. 4-18); and (9) "Mmim-izalicr;'Measu;'es HAZ-1 through HAZ-11" (p. 4-22). Be;caﬁé c!hcm_rise feasible implementation options _Iar further c‘:rnst:!eratim therein, the Lead Agency

GEO-1 through GEO-7 are identfied as bath "miligation measUres® (o, 4-21) and ‘minimizatio has failed to present a legally adequate environmenlal analysis conforming to NEPA and CEQA.
measures” (p. 4-8), it is not possible to know the Lead Agency’s intent with regards to those o . - ., ) -

actions, Additionally, with regards to every ather "effort’ andlor "measure,” since the DEIR/S ! As |ng|ca?ed in cot.rcsp:»nder?ce from ijll.lam i_(ernptun, OCTA's CEO to OCTA's Reglqnal
Coian 1o expic Caiogorzaton of hose ihr sk, 1371 poseioe (s st anabr o= £ | Fleringend iy Conenfes (Sutiae Uiefe ovihe st 400 mprpomont P

the Lead Agency has categorized them as “mitigation measures (under CEQA) or "avoid : o prigs] e hy 4 . N

and minimization measures® (under NEPA), (ur ) ar “avoidance Lng::;iénbglunr‘;.efeenced in the DEIR/S, current project cost estimates and funding options are

The Lead Agency notes that “all measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate thesa potent . . = . i e i

significant effects have been incorporsted into the project’ (pp. 4-9 and 4-49). To the extent that E.ﬁi;ﬁ"f;::ﬂ‘;?ie@ ?Im":r:é L?? éﬂnﬁz:ﬁﬁﬂ?gg&c:: ;fni?m? ':3':?;;;: 1315:

the "avoidance and minimization measures™ are aiready a part of the proposed action, then 58 2500 hiliun R uée life of the M2 program, this leaves ,“; est;n-.abeé funding need of

thase measures da not impose any addition obligation other than directing OCTA and Caltrans
the implement the project that they already propese.

Alithough never explicitly stated, il can be surmised that the Lead Agency's efforts to ;??Ag;n;:th‘.a. |h._e eygr?:s |anleg_ n .m-é “n:'i,' ct::Té . ; s rhmjec.t cost is
differentiate between “avoidance and minimization efforts” and “mitigation measures” is a'Léma!i\lnes.a‘nd i'll::ludeshan-E:p::ss g i anl:eclggir ‘“1‘3'I ‘: ?aggg lw3
u:tsnded to segragat: those actions wr::: regards not or:’!y lohappilcalaility and monitoring but 'i-lpe SR.TS .amli would reql?ire aditonal_ Intekigent I:r-::ns;:{;a‘ti:n- Systae‘;n
alse comp an . As specified under the CEQ's "Appropriate Use of il " X . X ¢
Wtgaton a1 oo and. Gl e Ao Use of Kigws Eadngs o L T DR
_Ssg_nrﬁcant Impgct Nanuaw 145 2011) (HEPA Mlhgahon-swﬂaﬁ"!s’ tzoamer: B Ax and z;?awl. Iime !hrmg‘:l tﬁe corrido:p:\ltemative 3 I.‘?-‘rl'\.riq:i .nzfgrual;ant.e?q iﬁe—-elg
1nd|r.ated therein, citing Bobensan v. Methow Valley Citizens Councll (1989, the CEQ ih " i eﬁ"l '9;1_ lin 8t o i*ear 1Ihe . ee;l lzmt e;:p; g e_a"i' Velxs
'acknpwiedges that NEPA itself doe;; not creatae a general substantive duty on Federal agencies d Evigm‘:::gansll\:e ‘:;:;afi\:‘egllr;;;er nurﬁbers tha: e i :3,'; \.:prr:;:mga;:eﬂ:
o mitigate ad | effects” {p. 3). ¥ L lower

s effects” {p. 3 purpose lanos. With the same M2 revenues of SSOD_ milion for the Express Lanes
In Robertson v. Methow Vailay Citizens Council, the federal court noted that NEPA requires Altarnative, the funding need is approximately $1.1 bilien,
“that mitigation be giscussed in sufficent detail to ensure that environmental consequences - : . 3
p on ot st e i 3 il i e o ey e o ety oo (s 3 st S
{cmwl_aleu and adopted cea Pegulztions facammmand bl <o not mandate the monitoring Concession. In all cases t‘h):'.' pm{cct cost is 51 7 billion. For the S-peli‘ Finar:me i fl
ocour In order to vertty implementation of mitigation measures (40 C.F.R. 15022c)). a.pp-ror.imate;ly. 300 milfion doll;rs CO1:I'1d be raised from non-recourse fmf;f“for]

The Lead Agenay is, however, remindsd of the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 138(c)(4) which states: met by the sale of future M2 revenue bonds. This opfion would ensure that revenue

“The Secretary shall ensure that the preject sponsor complies with all design and miligation i i
commitments made jointly by the Secretary and the project sponsor in any environmental gcnem_ted!:ousl? :i.‘l‘;:mm”ef':: n?ngé thahrsthev?{:mre::cn:cs:l p;c;perdgd faihi
ot oy by o e s v s Sbtesen 8 ko | Sy $14 Uin o e 1 5 sous. L e ntal Prvut
ocument is appropriately supplemente, oject changes becom s . ; ' : ok s : )
RRISRIESH SUpR Iripros g 9 BCesIan: $5.8 biliien exceeds the future toll revenue projections of $4.9 billion, leaving a deficit
4 Feasibility of Proi . of $800 milion. Perfc baged repay ls would be made by OCTA regardless
3 ‘easibility of Project Alternatives of toll . With the P3 C ion eption, approximately $800 million could be
. . - e & . ised, leaving a funding need of $200 millicn. All toll revanues would go to the P3
As defined in Section 15364 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[flsasibility’ means capable of raised, la e h 'S Would g
being amnmplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into Goncessionaire, and there would be no debt costs associaled with this option.
B - aenomis, 2::;;;'9?:‘;?3::; ;,"’::" ::feéecqhzzl;?;fl ‘gg;“;mf;:;“*’gg%;ﬁ’;;} As Indicated in Table |-10 (Proposed Funding and Shorlfal) in the DEIR/S, the “funding
Regulations” {(March 23, 1881) (CEQ Questions), "reasonable akematives” warranting detailed sharifalf for Aemative 1 is $700 milion, tha “funding shortfal™ for Alternative 2 Is $800 milion,
July 212 San Dicgo Freeway Improvement Project 31: glg’;;?:::h“ Imprauemet Project J:':::;g
! 9
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and the “funding shortfall® for Altemative 3 is $800 million (p. I-18). However, at the June 28,
2012 community maeting in Seal Beach, William Kemplon, OCTA’ CEQ stated that that *31.3
billian™ in Measure MM2 funds are presently availatle to the OCTA. Although inconsistent with
the information presented in the DEIR/S and other documentation availabie from the QGTA, to
the extent that Mr. Kempton's statement is an accurate characlerization of available fundis
Alternative 1 could be implemented based on existing funding.  Why is information conceming
the amaunt of available Measure MMZ funding inconsistenlly represented?

Based on the information presented in the DEIR/S, inclusive of all materials that existed in the
adminisirative record up to prior 1o lhe release of the DEIRSS, ncne of the three bulld
allernatives can be demonstrated to be feasible. Because none of the funding options can, a5
of yet, be demonstraled to provide OCTA wilh the rasources needed to implement any of the
three build alternatives, the Lead Agency cannot demonsirale that the use of non-toll road
financing is infeasible. Even when toli road revenues are considered, assuming a design-
building struciure and conveyance of all loll revenues to a fulure P3 concessionaire, OCTA =till
falls “$200 millien” short of currently estimated project costs (without adjustments for future cost
escalations),

Although not readily apparent, as indicated in cerrespondence from William Kempton, OCTA's
CEOQ to OCTA's Regional Planning and Highway Committee (Subject: Outline of the Pro
Preject Delivery Organizational Approach for the Interstate 405 Improvement Project), dated
June 4, 2012, the CEO stated that “Allemative 3 self finance option is the most financially
feasible and provides some return to the M2 Freeway Program” (p. 2).

Az indk in QCTA's "k M2 Triennial Performance Assessment Status Repodt, Staff
Repart” (November 15, 2010) (Triennial Report): *The OCTA's efforis on Inferstate 405 in west
Orange County illustrate both the chalenges facing the OCTA in delivaring M2. Listed in the
Woter's Pamphlet as Freeway Project K, the improvements between the 14805 In Log Alamitos
and the Costa Mesa Freeway (SR-55) has a Measure M budget of $500 million, making it one of
M2's premier freeway projects. However, as the project has been more fully ceveloped and has
moved into environmental review, the cost he 405 wes! project have increased fo the $17
ta 32.2 billion range. a far more expensive project than can be built in the next few years with a
mix of state, federal, and M2 funds. Even with board direction to minimize all right-of-way takes
by exploring narrower than standard lane widtns and non-standard shoulders, building Project K
may requirs innovative funding methods, including toll lanes or Express Lanes to aid in overall
project funding. Without additional funding frem nen-traditional sources, the OCTA cannot fund
gromised improvements on the western porfjon of Inferstate 405" (emphasis added) (p. 20).
From thig, it can be concluded that the Lead Agency's efforts o minimize ROW acguisition (e, 9.
“Minimize enwvironmental impacts and ROW acquisition,” DEIRIS, p. 5-5) were not necessarily
founded on benavolence but on more fundamental cost considerations.

As noted, the projected cost of Altermnative 3 is [dentified as “$5.8 billien” and not the “$1.7
billion” identified in the DEIR/S (p. 2-10) or “$2.2 billion” identified in the Triennial Report {p. 20).
For example, although the estimated cost of each is less than associated with Altermative 3, the
following options were eliminated by the Lead Agency, in wheole or in part, for economic
reasons: (1) “Alternative M3 was estimated at $2.781 billion” {p. 2-41); (2) "Alternative M5 was
estimated at $2.377 billion” (p. 2-42}; (3) "Alternalive ME was estimated at $2.351 billion” {p. 2-
43y, {4) ive M7 was 1 at $1.290 bilion” (p. 2-43); (5) "Alternative M8 was
estimated at $1.504 billion” (p. 2-44); (€) "Allernative MBa was estimated at §2 bilkon" (p. 2-45);
{7) “Alternative M3 was estimated at $3.212 billion" (2. 46); (8) "Alternative M11 was estimated

July 2012 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project
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at $2.840 bilkon” (2-47); (@) “The total capital cost of Alternative M12 was not estimated but
would likely be similar to Alternative M13 or $2.231 billion® {p. 2-48); and (10} "Altemative M13
was estimated at $3.231 billion” {p. 2-4%). As noted, the estimated cost of both "Allernative M7*
and "Alternative MB” are even less than the *51.7 billion” identified in the DEIR/S for Alternative
3 but were subsequently rejected based on cost considerations (e.g., “The high cost of
Alternative M8a also contributes to the determination that the alternative is not viable,” p. 2-45)

“CEQA does not authorize an agency to proceed with a project that will have significant,
unmitigated effects on the environment, based simply on a weighing of those effects against the
projact's L fita, unless the y to mitigate those effects are tfruly infeasibls’
{City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of Calfornia State University [2006]}. As required under
Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines: "An EIR shall describe feasibla mitigati
measuras” hasis added). Notwithstanding that req it, a substantial poriion of the
Lead Agency's analysis is based on the lenet of “feasibility” and rmany of the "sfforts” and/for
‘measyres” are so vague (eg., shsent any means of guantification or assessment of
performance} as to be enforceable. As such, feasibility canno! be used as a nebulous concept
(that can be utilized when it serves the Depariment's interests and ignored when it does not) but
must find form and substance in the DEIR/S {e.g., ‘The EIR serves net only lo protect the
it but also te d trate to the public that it is being protected,” 14 CCR 15003[{1'}
For example, with regard to the feasibility of implementing a broad range of "measures,”
Deapartment states: (1) “Beginning with preliminary design and continuing through final design
and construction, plan, save, and protect as much existing vegetation in the comridor, espedially
eucalyptus and other sxyline trees, as feasible” (Mitigation Measure VIS-1) (p. 4-84), (2)
Eec:nmng with prel:rmnary desgn and canlinuing through final design and construction,
d and re-veget d areas fo the greatest exient feasible (Measure VIS-£) (p.
4-B4); (3) ‘Provide vine planting on sound walls and refaining walls where feasible and
appropriate” (Measure \I[S-18) (pp. 4-65 and BEB); {4) “The construction contractor shall
establish Enwnnmen.a]ly Sens-twe Afeas \ESAs] or their equival near i ar
within which cor tended !dllng of diesel eguipmant would be
prohibited, lo tha extent that is feasible (M AQ-8), and (5) “To avoid impacts to raptors, all
nev highway lighting adjacent to NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach shall not contain features that allow
for raptor perches, as feasible (Measure BIO-6) (emphasis added).

In addition, the DEIR/S notes: (1) "Each and every sigrificant effect m tha environment must be
disclosed in the EIR and mitigated # feasible” (p. 4-1) (2) “where feasible additional
minimization measures have been identified to further reduce project effects, as applicable” (o
4-5), (3) "The project permitting p and d permit ¢ would require
avoidance where feasible” (p. 4-7); (4) ‘Caltrans/OCTA has a robust public eulreach process for
this project, which will continue through completion of the project, and additional feasible
measures that are identified during the public out and ion of the Draft
EIRIEIS, and agreed lo by Caltrans/OCTA, will be -noorpuraned where feasible to further reduce
the significan! effecls en community characler” (p. 4-48); (5) “To the extent that it is applicable
or feasible for the project and through coordination with the project development team, the
following measures will also be included in the project fo reduce the GHG emissions and
patential climate change impacts from the proposed project” (p. 4-58). Since the OCTA cannot
demonstrate that it even has a plan to pay for the capial costs of any of the three build
alternatives examined in the DEIR/S (much less on-going maintenance costs and debt service),
na substantial evidence exists that any of the identified "efforts” andlor “measures™ will be

pl d and, if i d, to what degree anc efficacy
San Diego Freeway Improvement Project July 2012
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In Gray v. County of Madera (2008), the court ruled that mitigation measures must both be
specific as to their performance or contain specific performance stardards offering assurance
that implementation will remedy the effect or provide a compensatory environment which is

“substantially similar to that which existed prior to the degradation atiributable to the propesed

action and that the feasibiity of those measure to accomplish their intended purpese be

sufficiently demenstrated  Citing that case:

While we generally agree that CEQA permits a lead agency to defer specifically
detailing miligation measures as long as the lead agancy commits itself to mitigaticn
and to specific performance standards, we conclude that here the County has not
committed itself te a specific pedormance standard. Instead, the County has
committed itself io a specific mitigation geal = ihe erlace'nent of water lost by

neighbering landowners because of mine )

this goal is not a

specific perdformance standard such as the creafion of a water su,JpIy mechanism thal

would place neighboring landowners in a situation substant

ly similar to thair

siluation priar to the decling in the waler levels of their private wells because of the

mining cperations, including allowing the landowners to use water

in a substantially

similar fashion ta how they were previously using water. Moreover, the listed
mitigation altematives must be able to remedy the environmental problem. We have
concluded that the listed mitigation alternatives, except for the building of a now water
system, cannot remedy the water problems because they would nct place
neighboring landowners into a situation substantially similar to what the landowners
experienced prior o the operation of the mins. And the oplion fo build a waler

if it was

system, which is the only effective miligation that was p

feasible, was never studied or examined. Thus, the County is improperly deferring the
study of whether building such a syslem is feasible until the significant environmental

impact occurs.

Mdn:onaily based on the absence of a viable funding plan, there likely will need to be other
L, GO ions, andior public costs required to implement any of the three

build alternativas. Because those ‘haﬂges concessiong, and costs may not be finalized until

after the close of the envirenmental process, the potential environmental implications of those
actions may never be fully addressed and may occur oulside any epportunity for stakeholder

participation.  Since the proposed action involves the long-term commilment of public funds

{and the opportunity costs associated therewith), OCTA’s commitment of those funds andior
ability to ciemonstrme a wabde arrlplementatlan strategy is an integral part of the project and, for
f

cannot be separated therefrom.

the p of s

Existing emumﬂmentaf conditions and amlcupafad |mpacls can increase of decrease over time,

scheduling considerati the ar COMIT

ympletion dates) and the
existence of intemal and extrangous facters influsncing that schedule (2.0., absence of money)
are integral elements in assessing project-ralated and cumulative environmental effects. As

Indicated in the DEIR/S, faciiily construction is expected o commence in 2015 (eg.,

“Censtruztion of the prop d project is to©

schedule could have
{e.g., "All toll
have & bearing on the propesead action and its environmental implizations

e in 20157 p. 2-26), however,
since the L}epartment has r-czt demonstrated its ability 1o fund the identified improvements, that

b i . attainment could require substantial
would go to the F3 \,on:e'aslona.lle '} which could potentially
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The Lead Agency states that “[flu-ther financial planning to identify full funding for the aiternative
selected for construction will be required to prepare the Financial Plan required by the Federal
Highway Administration prior to approval of the Final EIR/EIS® (DEIR/S, p. S-40). Since tod
much is riding on the existence of and effectivenass of that future “financial plan” {e.q., selechi;
and rejection of allematives, existence and substance of identified “efforts” andfor “measures’),
failure to include that information in the DEIR/S has deprived the affected public of meaningful 64
cpportunities to comment on the document, prematurely eliminated other potentially feasible
alternatives based on premature and non-evidenliary o, lted in the deferral of
critical analyses to a later time and date (outside opportuniies for public paricipation), and
appears to now predicale a single course of action (eg.. generation of toll revenues and
conveyance of those revenues to a P3 concessionaire. Althcugh its intended inclusion was
presaged in both the "Natice of Preparation” (NOP) and "Maotice of Intent” {NOI} but pror'\plly
eliminated from the DEIR/S (e.q.. "Alternalive 4 posad to provide locall

within the 1-405 corridar that could be fully funded and implemented with aval lable m\renuc from
Crange County's Renewed Measure M ransportation sales tax initiative” pp. 2-3 and 4) and
aithough the sirgle statec cbjective of the propesed action s {tJo be consistent with regional
plans and find a cost-effective early project solution far delivery” (emphasis added) (p. 1-5), the
one viable and feasible build alternative idenlified in the DEIR/S (i.e, Alternative 4 15 a lower-
cost option to provide localized improvements within the 1-405 corridor thal could be fully funded 65
and implemented with avalable revenue from Orangs County's Renewed Measure M
transpartation sales tax initiative,” p. 2-28) was never seriously considered.

What dees “cost-sffective” even mean and what criteria will be used in its assessment and
comparalive analysis? The proposal ko convey all future toll revenues to a private operator may
reduce “up-front” costs but results in the forfeiture of any “opporlunity costs”™ associated with the
use of fulure revenues, Since the criteria are not specified in the DEIRSS and information
concerning any alleged economic benefils (eg., equating time savings to bmnom} 66
productivity}, how w;ll slakeﬁolders be able to par!nclpate in the formulation of that criteria, in the
of leg., 4" an¢ "TSM/TOMMass Transit

.l\llematwe 1. and in the determinations concerning the expenditure of public funds? Although
consisting of liferally thousands of page of text, the DEIR/S appears merely 1o be a house of
cards whose structure is dependent cn a yet to be delermined, unknown, undisclosed, a
unproven financing struclure. Pending ils release, with the exceplion of "Allernative 4" (and

ially the “TSM/TDMIMass Transit / tive’) the Lead Agency cannot demonstrate tha 67
leasmndy of any of the three build altematives or defend the elimination of other alternatives
based, in whole or in pant, on financial considerafions.

The DEIR/S notes. “Alternative 4 would neither provide additional capacity along the entire

corridor nor enhance interchange operations. it would not meet the project purposa and was
eliminated from further consideration in this Draft EIR/EIS" {p. 2-4); howsver, neither “additionat

capacity” nor "enhanced interchange operations™ were identified in the Lead Agency’s declared 68
P&N and single objective, As a result, the Lead Agency seeks to reject atherwise feasible
alternatives based on critena substantively different from those articulated by the Department

for the proposed action

3.5 Congestion Relief
As indicated in “San Disgo Freeway (I-405) Frequently Asked Queslions” (USDOT, Caltrans,

and OCTA, undated) {http:/iwww octa net/paf/405/ag.pdf): It has been estimaled that tha width
of the 1-405 would need fo be doubled from the existing ten lanes to twenty lanes to serve the

San Diege Freeway Improvement Project Juiy 701;
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traffic demand expecled by year 2035. For a number of reasons, including right-of-way
cuns!ramls and ooarahcna} limitations of widening, none of the proposed improvements are
1o ¢ fimi congestion” {Question 4). Acknowledging the existence of
induced or latent demand it is noted that *none of the proposed alternatives would ccmplete1y
eliminate congestion in the 1-405 corndor. Additional general purpese lanes would fill up and
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traffic conditions, all lanes are expected to cperate at LOS F during both AM and P
peak hours for both directions of travel (emphasis added) (Traffic Study, p. 2 5-1) (AN
segments are expected to operate at LOS F during peak hours® {emphasis added) (p.
2.5-2). “The speed index ranges from & to 38 depending upon segment, directicn of
travel, and peak hour” (p. 2.5-3).

become congested very quickly after they open” (emphasis added) (Question 12). . “[Ujnder Alternative 2 conditions for 2020, the freeway mainline general purpase lanes
and HOV lanes are expected to operate al LOS Do F in the AM and PM peak hours in
As raparted in a report d by the Brookings Instilute and Universib y of California Berkeley, the southbound and northbound directions, with LOS D more prevalent in the northem

entitled “The Effect of (‘cmﬂmmam Highway Spending on Road Users' Corgestion Costs, Final
Report 1o the Federal Highway Administration” (October 2004), the authors (Clifford Winston
and Ashley Langer) concluded:

[W]e estimate that one dollar of highway spending in the last year of our sample,
1896, reduced molorists’ congestion costs only 3.3 cents in that year {2000 dollars),
Note that this benefit is not an ongoing return, but only applies to the year in which
spending occurred, Although highway spending serves many purposes, policymakars.
fruquently cile reducing congeslion as among the most important. Thus, our estimate
seriously questions the cost-eflectiveress of current  spending priorities i
policymakers wish to achleve this goal. As neled, we did not include several variablag
in the mode! that affected congestion costs bt were arguably affected to some extent
by highway spending. If we included any of these variables in the mode!. the effect of
highway spending on congestion costs would be even lower (pp. 13-14).

It could be argued that highway spending in 1986 would reduce congestion costs in
fulure years by adding to the value of the capital stock But such spending
supplemented tha value of each stale's capilal stock only six percent on average. In
addition, any benefits from this medest improvement in the capital stock would be
reduced significantly by depreciation in just a few years. Given that we found that
spending reduced moterists’ congestion costs only three cents in the year that
spending occurred and that additional cost savings in the future would be much [less)

section of 1-405. Under Deslgn Year {2040) conditions, all general purpose lanes and
HOV lanes are expected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours”
{emphasis added) (Trafic Study, p. 2.6-1]. "[Ajl

Il segments are expecied lo operate at
LOS F during paak hours™ (emphasis added) (p. 2.6-2). “The speed index ranges from 7
to 50 depending upon segment, direction of travel, and peak hour” (p. 2.6-3),

- "[Ulnder Allernative 3 conditions, the freeway mainline genersl purpose lanes are
expacted to operate at LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours in both the southbound and
nerthbeund directions under 2020 and 2040 conditions, The express lanes are expected
to operate generally at LOS C 1o D under 2020 and 2040 conditions” (emphasis added)
(Traffic Study, p. 2.7-1). "LOS F is expected to cccur in the general purpase lanes during
the AM and PM pesk hours on nearly ail Inks in 2020 and on all links in 2040°
(emphasis added) (p. 27-3), “The speed index ranges from 14 ta 53 in the general
purpose lanes and 65 in the express lanes whose speeds and volumes are managed
through the impesiticn of tofls” (p. 2.7-3).

As indicated in the Traffic Stwdy: "Whenever densily exceeds 45 poimifin [passenger
carsimiledlane], the Level of Service category is “F", or very congested (i.e., traffic jams). The
general purpose lanes in every alternative, and the HOV fanes in the No Build alternative and in
Alternatives 1 and 2, are expected to operate at LOS F during the peak heurs, except for spot
locations. Under projected future traffic conditions for Year 2040, the express lanes in
Alternative 3 are expected to aperate at LOS CID Manageme-n of the express fanas in
Alternative 3 through telling will be targeted to mi ion in the exp lanes

(pp. 14-15) during peak periods; this will maximize their speeds” (pp. ES 3 and ES-4}. By the Lead
Agency's own admission, everything will ramain at aridiock with the limited exception of the
“Each of the build alternatives is viable with each providing i ital throughpt i express (HOT) lanes in Alternative 3. The Traffic Study demonstrates thal congestion (25

however, nene will totally alleviate_congestion” (emphasis added) (Traffic Study, p. ES
“Each of the proposed alematives project improves fresway capacity but does not totally satisfy
projected fulure demand [blased on the fact that oversaturalion is predicted under fulure
expected traffic conditions (ie, LOS F) for the I-405 in the study area” {emphasis added)
(Traffic Study, p. 2.1-3). The Lead Agency acknowledges that the exislence of congestion 53
“fact” now and into the fereseeable futura. With regards to each of the three build altematives:

69

measured in vehicular throughput and relative speed} will be reduced for only those able to pay
the toll, however, traffic in all the GP lanes will remain at LOS °F."

Az noted in Caltrans’ "Route Concepl Repot — Interstale 405, San Diego Freeway, 12-0ORA
P.M. 0:23/24.18" (November 1999) (RCR), LOS "F" is defined as “congestion” (e.g.. “With these
improvements the LOS would be at ‘F' [congestion] in the year 2020 for the entire length of the
route,” Summary). As futther defined in the Traffic Sludy, "LOS 'F' is used to define breakdowns

- Under the No Build Alternative, “[iln general, under beth 2020 and 2040 conditions for in vehicular flow. Breakdowns occur when traffic incidents cause a temporary reduction in the
the No Build Allernative, the freeway mainline (including both_general purpose lanes and capacity, at merge or weaving segments that result in a greater numbar of vehicles arriving than

HOV lanes) is expected to operate at LOS F in both the AM and P peak haurs in both
the southbound and nerhbound directions. {emphasis added} (p. 2.4-1). “LOS F during
AM and PM peak times is expected to occur on nearly all segments in 2020 and on all
segments in 2040" (emphasis added) (p. 2.4.3). “The speed index ranges from 5 to 21
depending upon segment, direction of travel, and peak hour” {p. 2.4-3).

the number of vehicles discharged and when the projecled peak hour flow rate exceeds the
estimated capacity of the location” (emphasis added) {p. 2.1-2).

With regards to projected level of service conditions and vehicu'ar throughput projections,
presented in Tabl {Level of Service and Vehicle Throughpul) below is information extracted

. “Under Alternative 1 conditions for Opening Year (2020}, the freeway mainling (including from the Traffi As indicated therein, in general terms, with regards fo lavel of service
beth ganeral purpese and HOV lanes) is expected to operate at LOS F during the AM conditions, excluding the proposed “express lanes” under Altemative 2 where improved LOS
and Pil peak hours in both directions with few exceptions, Under Design Year (2040} conditions may exist through the active management of these lanes (i.e., controfling the number

July 2012 San Dego Freeway Impravement Projeet San Diego Freeway Improvemant Project July 2012
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of wehicles through increasing tolis and changing ocoupancy  requirements), either daing the best-case scenario As a resull, even with the propesed action: (1) traffic conditions (e.g.,
something (adding more lane milas) or dolng nothing (nat adding more lane miles) produces the congastion} will worsen over existing conditions; (2} projecied demnand increaszes at a faster rate
refalively same LOS conditions (LOS "F7). In the “best case” freeway segmenl, vehicle | than projected supply; and (3) on ‘opening cate,” the imp its will prove obsolate,

throughput increases by only 1,200 vehicle per hour {vph) under ARemalive 1, by only 2,400

vph under Alternative 2, and by only 3,000 vph under Altemative 3. If the old adage is true, “the Despite asserions of the purported intant of its endeavors (e.9. reduce congestion), undisclosed
more things change, the more they stay the same.” il is unclear how massive public in the DEIR/S is the reality that the viability of both HOV and HOT lanes is, in fact, dependent on
expenditures for the apparent benefit of a relatively few drivers (these willing te pay the tel) will the perpetuation of congastion (e. £ expmss lanes specifically da not suffar from reduced flow
substantially imp jitions for the seiming majosity of the area's residents. as general purp lang g © Traffic Study. p, 2.1-3). The formation of
carpools and the payment of tolls hy motoriste are both predicated on the existence of clear
Table 3 chofces regarding travel time (i.e., congested GP lanes or free-flowing “express lanas®). Based
Level of Service and Wehicle Throughput - cn the resulting dependencies they engender and the decentralizaticn of a diverse labor pool, in
No Bud Atamative Alamative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 3 the absence cof congestion, there exists little motivation for nen-family members to fonm unions
Ssmgvm NE ! o NE ] 6 - W I to travel to work or to pay the added travel costs when the HOT_ lane and the adjcining GP lane
A i :
egm o] w! = ["‘c"' = lHCN = T o [“m P JHC\" allow arrival at the appointed destination at generally the same time.
Level of Service Table 4
sR7IE . A I I 1 . Fraeway Average Daily Traffic (ADT} Volumes ~ ing and Future
grookhurst | F | F | FIFIFIFJFIF FIFIFIFIFICIF]E T ) sisting Candtion | Opening Day | Design Yoot
" T T 5 B T = Locaiion (Year 2008) {Year 2020 (Year 2040)
Brookiwattol o | gl e g )l e FIF|F|F]F I FlFlcl|F|lc - g e
58-33 East i [ SR-22 East— 1805 _2ro260 453,580 SDB, ?au_
| S!.!Ozl?sg: F F E : F F E F F E F F | 3 E o Projected Incresse nucr_‘_E:isl-ng Conditions - B3.320 132,520
i - S Brookhurst Streot - SR-22 East 257,400 308,270 342 5400
'.«p,-'mfn‘i!:'oughp;.'l - - - R -
‘7200] 1200 7200] +200] 7200] 1200] 7200] 120c] 7200] t200f 7200] v200] 7z00] 3200] 7200] 3200 Profzcted Inereqze over Exelng Condions LI T i
SR7ate | T F) PRI TEA d R — [ L= e SR.73 = Brookiurs! Sireet 306,500 374,300 413,850
Brookhurst 8400 8400] 400 B4D0 400 8400 10400 10400 e
- T jcclcd Increase over Exuslmg Gondtions B7,400 1zoE0 |
Chenga fmmy | o o 0 o 2000 2000/ Sowrce: Mlbert Grover & Associates, Trafic Study — San Diego Freeway (1-405) mpravament Project SR-73 1o 1-805,
No\Edid S S— — : . N Orange end Los Angeles Counties. May 2011, Tables 2.2.1, p. 2.2-1
khurst 1o $800] 1200] 4800|1200/ 4800] 1200 eoun[izoo T200] 1200) nm[ 1200| 5000] avo0; emcﬂ—smaf
SR-33 East 8000 0 7200 8400 Ean0) 2000 5000/ The Lead Agency allages that the proposed action's “[llong-term benefits would include
Chirgaton e - 1 T 1 :mprov\emem 10 the transpor‘taluqn network in the area, reduction of congestion, and improw
P - | 12000 2400 2000/ 3000 i adrir;_edj {p. 34: 1) o ihe lo[i:“:mg fwo Hei;r's are nTt(;BBbly 70
T = ™ - T— absent from that statemen a niion as to what constitules “congestion’; a an;
SR-22 East _rit:ol_z-m 7200] 2400 7200] 2400] 7200] 2400] 8600] 2400 £400] 3400, 8400] 2400 finkage “eong -{and ~capacily” (either s an isolated mnagm p L wmb‘rfam?;
i 8600 8600 £500 26500 12000 11800 11800 with demand). Similarly, as used in the DEIR/S, “congestion” is spoken of as if it were a new
froen | . ; . concept (rather than one that pre-cating the automobile), that itis an isolated phenomenon and
Ch;:;'x:u“: I | | o 9 40 MW zzc\.L 2200 can bg scolvad in small i tal stretches of roadway (somehow unigue 1o each segment),
Souroe: Albert Grover & Associaes, Trallic Study — San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project SR-73 1o 1805, and that a single and universally held perception (rather than multiple perspectives) of its
Crange and Los Angetes Counties. May 2011, Tables 25.8, 269, and 2.7-9, op. 2.5:24, 26-24_ and 2.7-20. existence can be dafined. In reality, congestion is a persistent preblem and not 2 condition of

" . recent origin or unique to the southem California area.
The information in Table 4 (Fresway Average Daily Traffic [ADT] Valumes - Exsting and

Future) is extracted from the Traffic Study (see Table 2.2.1, p. 2.2-1) and indicates thal traffic Historic accounts of congeslion can be traced back to Julius Caesar who banned whesled traffic
volumes, as measured in average daily traffic (ADT), even without the proposed action, will from Rome during the daytime. Leonardo da Vinci proposed the separaticn of wheeled traffic
increase substantially tetween “existing conditions™ (Year 2009), “opering day” (Year 2020), from p ian traffic (€ lopedia ica, Trafiic Confrel, online). Congestion exists in all
and the project's "design year” (Year Z2040). Ignoﬂr_ng traffic spikes that occur during the b metropolitan  areas (including many in southern Califonia) and perceptions regarding
morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak hours, assuming that traffic volumes are consistent ¢ ion {including tak may be both societal and geographically diverse

throughout the day {which itself is a false tion) and the anticipated iraffic diversion from £

arterial and secondary sireels onto the freeway as a result of the proposed improvements, the In “2010 Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions and Performance,
projected increase in ADT that Caltrans expecis 10 occur (absent the proposed action) exceeds Report to Congress® (March 30, 2012). the FHWA states: “There is no universally accepted
the added capacily idenlified in Table 3 (Level of Service and Vehicle Throughput), even under definition or measurement of exaclly what corstitutes a cengestion “problem.” The public’s
July 2012 San Diego Freeway Improvement Project San Diego Freeway Improvement Project. July 2612
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perception seems to be that cengestion s getting worse, and it '8 by many measures. However,
the perception of what constiutes a congestion problem varies from place to place. Traffic
conditions that may be considered a congestion preblem in a city of 300,000 may be perceived
differently in a city of 3 million, based on differing congestion histories and driver expaciations.
These differences of opinion make it difficult to arive at a cansensus of what congestion means,
the effect it has on the puhl’lr‘ its costs, how to measure it, and how best to comrect or reduce it
B of this examine congestion from several
perspectives. Three kay aspects c{congeshnn are severity, extent, and duration. The severity
of congestion refers to the magnituce of the problem or the degree of congestion experienced
by drivers. The extent of congestion is defined by the gecgraphic area or number of people
affected. The duration of congestion is the length of time that the roadway is congasted, often
referred 1o as the "peak period” of raffic flow™ (p. 4-2).

I the "Cily in History" (1881}, Lawis Mumford wrote:

The facts of metropolitan congestion are undeniable; they are visibie in every phasae
of the city's life. One encounters congestion in the constant stoppaces of traffic,

g from the ing of vehicles in cenfres that can be kept in frec movement
only by ufifzing human legs. One encounters it in the crowded office elevater or in
the even more tightly packed subway train, rank with the odors of human bodies.
Lack of office room, lack of school room, lack of house room, evan lack of space in
the cemeteries for the dead. Such form as the metropolis achieves its crewd-form:
the swarming bathing beach by the sea or the body of spectators in the boxing areas
or the fectball stadium. With the increase of private motor cars, the streets and
avenues become parking lots, and fto move traffic at all, vast expressways gougs
through the city and increase the demand for fur'.hel pamng lots and garages. In the
act of making the core of the met li , the of congestion have
already alinost mads it uninhabi table.

The costs of congestion itself, in impeding the essential economic aclivities of the
metropolitan area, are augmented by the costs of the purely mechanical methods of
ovarcoming this congestion, These costs, even if they were humanly tolerated, would
long age have been rejected because of their financial extravagance, if rationat
economic standards had played any part in forming the metropolitan myth (p. 624).

As indicated in the FHWA's "Consi ion for High Occupancy Venicle (HOV) Lane to High
Occupancy Tell (HOT) Lane Conversions Guidedook™ (June 2007): "Traffic congestion on U.S.
highways serving our largest mefropalitan regions have reached unprecedented levels despite
our heroic but, uftimately, failed efforts to build more highways in response to the nation's
insa:iah!e demand for travel, With the benefit of several decades’ worth of hindsight, the U.S.

P ticn policy y has pledged a renewed commitment to attacking the wban
transpurtatlcn problem lhr!:,‘L.Qh a cgmb.ngj on of demand and system management stralsgies
focused on managing our exising transportation supply more effectively and efficiently”
(emphasis added) (p. 1-1). Similarly, as indicated on the FHWA's website: “Congestion results
when trafhic demand approaches or exceeds the available capacity of the system”
(hitp:fiwwnw thwa dot govicengestiond),

To the extent that "eongastion” can be fundamentally defined as the imbalance bstwaen supply
and d (excess d and il supply}, then congestion has two separal
constifuents (supply and demand). Absent a singular focus on “capacity, public affort to “reduce
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congestion” must, therefore, be approsched from both perspectives, Because that has not
occurred in the DEIR'S, decision makers are being asked to choose batween “three of the same
things” rather than “two or more different remedies” (e.g., the FHVWA's “combination of demand
and system management strategies”).

in order to assess performance and compars the only altematives (excluding the Ne Buid
Alternative), the Traffic Study states: “For the proposed project which improves freeway capacily
but dass not totally satisfy projected future demand, the following measu. es of effectiveness
(MOE) were selected to either g | li;

andior ¢ ively compare imp
alternatives: [1] Peak hour throughput (threughput being the number of vehicles able to pass a
fixed point along the praject route). [2] Relative speed, and conversely, the vehicle travel time to
traverse the project length during the peak hour” (emphasis added) (Traffic Study, p. ES-3;
‘[Blecausa speed 15 mare easily understood than throughput, t has been shown as a relative
measure of improvermnent associaled with providing added freeway capacity” (amphasis added)
(p. 2.1-5). With only those two indices, as with “relative” speed. it is possible to compare the
“relative” merits of the three build alternatives.

Without commenting on the validity of the measures cited, in contrasl, the FHWA's “2011 Urban
Ccmgusllurl Trendb - tmprcwr 0 Travel Reliabiity with Operations, FHWAQ-HOP-12-019"

the of ion: (1) hours of congestien (amount of
time when freaways operate below 50 mph; (2) travel lime index {171} {time penalty for trip on
an average day (e.9., 2 TTI of 1.30 indicates a 20-minute free-flow trip takes 26 minutes [20 x
1.30] during peak); and (3) planning time index {PTI} {time penalty for a trip to be on fime for 95
percent of trips {e.g., @ PTI of 1.80 indicates 2 20-minute free-flow trip takes 32 minutes [20 x
1.60]). None of these factors are even referenced in the DEIR/S.

The deck 's now stacked. Because the only two variables to be anaivzed are peak-hour
throughpul and relative speed, the only range of solutions posited is the number and typs of
additional lane-miles to be added to the specified freeway segment. Never asked is the more
fundamental questions: {1} What is the rool cause of traffic congestion? (2} If an issue of supply
and demand, what actiens can be taken to reduce the existing imbalance? (3) if a manner of too
many automobiles and trucks, what can be dong to lake automobiles and trucks off the road?
(4) If a malter of accessibility, how can access opporiunities be enhanced?

The DEIR/S states that “[t]he purpose of the proposed aclion is to: [1] Reduce congestion; [2]
Erhance operations; [3] Increase mobility, improve trp reliability, maximize throughput, and
optimize operations; and {4] Minimize environmental impacts and right-of-way accuisition” {p. S-
1). "Relative speed’ is not, however, identified as among the project's purposes. It is ewident
that "congestion” is not actually being measures but that bread and ill-defined concept is,
because it is “more easily understood,” examined in the context of “relative speed.” In that it
may be a factor in calculating vehicle throughpul, relative speed is, at best, one of the
components thal could be used in deacnbmg ava:labﬂe supply (eq, on the supply side,
congestion is primarily a f cf the physical ch of the facility and events tha
limit the availability of this capacity). Because “relative speed” is being measured and nol
“congestion,” there is a substantial disconnect between the Lead Agency's PAN and both how
“congestion” is defined and how it is being guanlitatively expressed. How fast (or siow) an

vehicle a sef dist during @ peak hour periad is not a valid measurs of
congestion. Simiarly, since no optimal or ideal relative spaed exists or has baen documented in
the DEIR/S {e.g., number of vehicles per hour per lane that maintain a specified LOS), any

inc | difference bet one alternative and another is both meaningless and, in the
San Diego Freeway Improvemaent Prajoect July 2012
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absence of a set goal, fails to yield a determination of whether the resulting increase (or
decrease] is worth the added (ar lesser) cost {e g, how should a one mph increase in average
peak-hour spead valued?).

As speeds diminish and the frustration of SOVs mount, motorists may feel compelled to
investipate other forms of transportation, employers may be forced to consider other warking
arrangements (e.q., lelecommuting and flexible work hours), and individuals may alter or
consider different life-style choices (e.g., increased attraction of transit-oriented developments).
Althaugh the Lead Agency secks to portray those censiderations in negative light, shorer or
less freg and i d bug ard train ridership may, in fact, not be bad things.

Moviegoers are familiar with the adage from “Field of Dreams™ “Build it, and they will com
The traffic corcliary is "don't build it and they will still come.” Absent from the DEIR/S is any
discussion of latent demand (defined as pent-up [dormant] demand for travel; travel that is
desired but unrealized because of constraints) and induced demand (defined as realzé&
demand that is gererated [induced] because of improvements to the transportation system) and
the consequences of that demand on traffic conditions once ths improvements are completed,

As indicaled in the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA or EPA) "Qur Built
and Natural Environments: A Technical Review of the Interactions between Land Use,
T i . ang & i Quality” (2001) (OBNE): "Over the past several decades,
improvements in automobile-related infrastructure  (highways, roads, parking lots), greater
separation befween jobs and housing, greater distances between destinations, and induced
traffic (or additional travel prompted by road capacily expansions) have led to increases in
vehicle travel” (p. 33). As documentaticn supporting the federally r d linkage by
increased road capacity and congestion, the USEPA stated:

Probably the best-known quartification of induced travel using U.S. data is a study by
a Universily of California-Berkeley team led by Mark Hansen. Using lime-series data
and multiple regression, Hansen et al. estmated the auto traffic effects of changes in
road capacity. Hansen sludied relatively long-run time-series data - up to 18 years -
and cross-gectional data to overcome difficulties in other studies that used only sross-
sectional data and limited lime pericds, The peerveviewsd resuits are stalistically
robust and quite clear: induced travel can occur and can absorb all new capacity.
According to the study, vehicle miles traveled on stale highways increase, on
average, by 0.6 to 0.7 percent at the county level for each 1 percent increase in
highway miles, and by 0.9 percent at the metropolitan level. The full increase in VIMT
matarializes within five years of the change i read supply. New road capacity does
not simply affect travel on the new read or naw lanes. It may also affect traffic outside
its ewn carridor. People might use the new road rather than an older, more congasted
roule. Pecple may choose new destinations, A decision to use the new road probably
means a decision to use a road connecling to it. Thus, capacity increase can lead to
travel growth on clher roads as well as on new roads highway lanes.

Hansen found thal: “adding lane miles in a given county increases VIMT throughout
the wider region. This will eccur if, for example, increasing the capacity of a highway
in a given county induces commuting to or through that county from other counties in
the regicn.” Hansen found that capacity additions have different impacls in different
mefropalitan areas, An additional lane mile in San Francisce, Los Angeles, or San
Diego metro areas produces roughly 12,000 additional daily VMT (pp. 22-23).
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As further indicated in the United States Transportation Research Board's (TRB) “Expanding
Metropelitan Highways: Implications for Air Quality and Energy Use, Special Report 245
(15885), the TRB concluded that “[the evidence from the studies reviewed here supporis the
view that highway capacity additions can induce new frips, longer trips, and diversions from
transit” (p. 162).

3.6 Additional VMT Equates to Reduced GHG

On December 7, 2008, the USEPA signed the following two findings regarding GHGs under
Section 202(a) of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA): (1) Endangerment finding - the USEPA finds
that the current and projected concentrations of the following six “well-mixed greenhouse gases”
in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and fulure generations:
carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N:O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
perflucrocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg); and (2} Cause or contribute finding - the
USEPA finds that the combined emissions of these well-mixed greenhouse gases from new
motor vehicles and new molor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens
public health and welfare (USEPA, Docket No. EPA-HQ-0AR-2009-0171, December 7, 2003).

As reported in the California Department of Public Health's (CDPH) “Health Co-Benefits and
Transportation-Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the Bay Area” (November
11, 2011} “Climate change associated with the emission of greenhouse gases is the most
significant threat confronting public health during the 21" century. In California, the
transy ion sector for 38% of these emissions, outpacing all other sectors, inciuding
energy preduction. Within transperialion, personal passenger vehicles account for 79% of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and slralegies {o reduce carbon dioxide (CO;) and other
greenhouse gases include reducing both CO; emitted par mile and the overall miles traveled”
(emphasis added) (p. 1).

As indicated in Caltrans’ “Pricritization of Transportation Projects for Economic Stimulus with
Respect to Greenhouse Gases, Final® (June 20, 2009), the Department states that “projects that
increase capacity may or may not affect GHG emissions depending on the type of project. In
general, projects that alleviate existing delays may reduce short-term GHG emissions but will
likely have very little long-term GHG benefit since they do not decrease VMT in the long run. it
is important to note that projects in currently approved RTP's [regional transpertation plan] have
primarily been selacted and designed to address declines in fravel mobility measures {2.g.,
reducing delay) that are projected to result from long-term population growth, Consequently,
those projects that add capacity without reducing real VMT {i.e., resulling in shorter or fewer
S0V trips) will not contribute to meeting mid-term and long-term GHG targets” (emphasis
added) (pp. 6-7).

As indicated in Table 5 (Project Categories and their Anticipated Long-Term Relationship to
GHG Emissions), Caltrans qualitatively organized typical projects into "added capacity projects”
(those projects that improve operational efficiency. thus indirectly adding capacity, as well as
thase projects that directly add capacity though lane or transitHOV improvements) and “non-
capacity added projects” (projects that rehabilitate, maintain, or preserve conditions of
pavement). For added-capacity projects, the likelihood of GHG reductions declines and the
likelihood of increased GHG emissions rises as mixed-flow solutions are implemented. Based
on Caltrans own analysis, of all the transportation improvement projects identified, the proposed
action has the greatest likelihood of increasing GHG emissions and the least likelihood of
reducing GHG emissions,
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